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ADVERTISEMENT. 


The  recent  publication,  by  my  friend  Mr.  David 
Power,  of  an  excellent  little  treatise  on  "  The  Law 
of  Qualification  and  Registration  of  Parliamentary 
Electors,"  has  induced  me  to  abandon  an  intention, 
which  I  for  some  time  entertained,  of  prefacing  the 
first  volume  of  these  reports  by  some  observations 
on  that  branch  of  law  to  which  the  cases  reported 
relate.  Any  attempt  of  the  kind  would  now,  how- 
ever, be  entirely  superfluous. 

I  cannot  let  slip  this  opportunity  of  publicly  ex- 
pressing my  acknowledgments  to  Mr.  John  Scott,  the 
learned  reporter  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  to 
whose  courtesy  in  communicating  the  elaborate  writ- 
ten judgments  of  the  late  Chief  Justice  Tindal  the 
greater  part  of  whatever  value  may  attach  to  this 
collection  of  cases  is  attributable. 

August  ISthy  1847. 
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CASES 


ABGUED  AND  DETERMINED  1843. 


IN  THB 


COURT  OF  COMMOIf  PLEAS 

UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18. 

IN 

MICHAELMAS  TERM  AND  VACATION, 

IN  THB 

SEVENTH  TEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA 


AuTET,  Appellant,  and  Topham  and  Another,     ^^09mber7. 

Respondents. 

OHEE  Seijt  moved  to  enter  this  appeal  from  the  Thetlzty. 

decision  of  the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  oftbeitat. 

of  Leeds.  .  The  Master  had  declined  to  receive  it,  upon  requlrw  that 

the  ground  that  no  notice  had  been  transmitted  to  him  ^'jJ^'J^l^' 

ivithin  the  time  required  by  the  provisions  of  the  sixty-  ^^^^^ 

second  section  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.    That  section  du^f^^t  term, 

transmit  to  the 

enacts,  ^^  That  every  appellant  who  shall  intend  to  pro-  masten  of  the 

court  the  state- 

secute  his  appeal,  shall,  mthin  the  Jb^st  four  days  in  the  mentin  writings 

signed  by  the 
revinng  barrister,  and  therewith  also  gif  e  or  send  a  notice  signed  by  him,  stating  his  in* 
tcntioo  to  proaecute  the  appeal ;  and  by  sect.  64  it  is  proTided,  that  no  appeal  shall  be 
eotertaincd,  unless  such  notice  shall  have  been  given. 

Where,  therefore,  such  notice  had  not  been  given  within  the  first  four  days  of  the  tenn» 
JSMU;  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order  the  Master  to  enter  the  appeal. 

VOL.  I.  B 


MICHAELldAS  TERM, 

1843.        Michaelmas  term  next  after  the  decisioD  to  which  such 
""7  appeal  shall  relate,  transmit  to  the  Masters  of  the  said 

"'  Court  of  Common  Pleas  the  statement  ia)  in  writing  so 

signed  by  the  said  revising  barrister  as  aforesaid,  and 
shall  also  therewith  give  or  send  a  notice^  signed  by  him^ 
stating  therein  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  said  ap- 
peal ;  and  the  said  appellant  shall  also  give  or  send  a 
notice,  signed  by  him,  to  the  respondent  in  the  said 
appeal,  stating  his  said  intention  duly  to  prosecute  such 
appeal  in  the  said  Court ;  and  one  of  the  Masters  of  the 
said  Court,  to  be  nominated  for  that  purpose  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  said  Court,  shall  forthwith 
enter  every  appeal,  of  which  he  shall  have  received  due 
notice  from  the  appellant  as  aforesaid,  in  a  book  to  be 
kept  by  him  for  that  purpose.  Section  64.  enacts, 
*^  That  no  appeal,  or  matter  of  appeal  whatsoever,  shall, 
in  any  case,  except  where  the  conduct  and  direction  of 
the  appeal,  or  of  the  answer  thereto,  shall  have  been 
given  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  pr 
of  any  judge  thereof,  to  any  person,  be  entertained  or 
heard  by  the  said  Court,  tmless  notice  shall  have  been 
given  by  the  appellant  to  the  Masters  of  the  said  Court 
at  the  time  and  in  the  manner  haeinbejbre  mentioned^* 

Shee  now  submitted,  that,  as  the  practice  under  the 
statute  was  quite  new,  and  the  appellant  was  not  aware 
of  the  necessity  of  giving  the  Master  notice  of  hb  in- 
tention to  prosecute  the  appeal,  the  Court  might  ex- 
ercise a  discretionary  power,  and  either  direct  the 
Master  to  receive  and  enter  the  appeal  without  notice, 
or  enlarge  the  time  within  which  notice  might  be  given. 

(a)  Fidftect48. 


TophamJ 


VIL  VICTORIA.  « 

The  matter  of  appeal  was  one  upon  which  both  the  1843. 
appellant  and  the  respondents  were  anxious  to  obtain  Aum 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  and  counsel  had  been  in* 
structed  on  the  behalf  of  the  respondents  to  consent  to 
the  entry  of  the  appeal  without  the  notice.  iTindal  C.  J. 
The  only  question  is,  whether  we  have  jurisdiction.] 

Daaiing  Seijt.  appeared  for  the  respondents,  and  sub- 
mitted, that  an  objection  to  the  reception  of  the  appeal 
could  only  be  raised  by  them.  If  they  were  ready  to 
receive  it,  no  one  else  bad  a  right  to  complain.  [7Vn- 
dal  C.  J.  Then  the  two  parties  might  come  to  us  in  the 
middle  of  next  term.]  The  words  of  the  sixty-second 
section  of  the  act  were  directory  rather  than  compulsory. 
[Tindal  C.  J.  The  words  of  the  sixty-fourth  section  are 
as  plain  and  direct  as  can  he*  We  allowed  an  appeal  * 
to  be  entered  yesterday,  although  it  had  not  been  ac- 
companied by  a  notice  to  the  Master,  but  our  attention 
had  not  then  been  drawn  to  the  prohibitory  words  in 
the  sixty-fourth  clause.] 

Tindal  C.  J.  A  new  authority  has  been  given  to  this 
Court  by  the  legislature,  and  we  must  be  careful  to  in- 
terpret the  words  of  the  statute  by  which  it  is  conveyed, 
so  as  not  to  appropriate  to  ourselves  a  larger  juris- 
diction than  it  was  intended  to  place  in  our  hands.  The 
very  circumstance  of  jurisdiction  having  been  taken 
fix>m  another  tribunal,  and  transferred  to  us,  ought  to 
make  us  the  more  cautious,  lest  we  usurp  a  jurisdiction 
which  does  not  belong  to  us.  The  question  is,  have  we 
a  right  to  entertain  and  hear  this  appeal  ?  If  the  case 
had  stood  upon  the  words  of  the  sixty-second  section 
alone,  we  might,  perhiqps,  hav6  been  inclined  to  hold 

B  2 


TOFHAX. 


MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

184S.  that  they  were  directory  only,  and  have  let  in  the  party 
j^jj^„  to  prosecute  his  appeal ;  but  then  comes  the  sixty-fourth 
section,  by  which  it  is  provided  ^^  that  no  appeal,  or 
matter  of  appeal,  shall  be  entertained  or  heard,  unless 
notice  shall  have  been  given  by  the  appellant  to  the 
Masters  of  the  Court,''  in  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
mentioned  in  the  sixty-second  section  *«  words  so  ex- 
press and  positive,  that  I  do  not  see  how  we  can  by  any 
possibility  avoid  their  operation*  It  appears  to  me,  that 
the  delivery  of  the  notice  to  the  Master,  within  the  four 
first  days  of  the  term,  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
entertaining  and  hearing  of  the  appeal ;  and  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that,  upon  general  principles,  it  is  much 
wholesomer  to  adhere  to  the  plain  words  of  a  statute, 
than  to  give  them  a  forced  construction,  upon  consider* 
*  ations  of  convenience.  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the 
appellant  is  too  late,  and  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  receive  and  enter  his  appeal. 

CoLTMAN  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Erskine  J.  It  is  quite  impossible  to  get  over  the 
words  of  the  sixty-fourth  section. 

Maule  J.  The  notice  of  appeal  required  to  be  given 
to  the  Master  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  a  writ  of 
error  from  an  inferior  to  a  superior  court  Unless  that 
writ  be  sued  out  within  the  time  required  by  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court,  the  superior  court  would  have  no 
jurisdiction;  and  we  have  none,  unless  this  notice  of 
appeal  be  given  within  the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas 

term. 

Motion  refused,  (a) 

(«)  See  the  next  case. 


VII.  VICTORI^  5 

1843. 


Simpson,  Appellant,  and  Wilkinson,  Respondent.    iJoueminr  i. 

TN  this  case,  which  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  The  Court  wiU 

the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  PettT'  "^^™be" 
borough^  the  appeal  had  been  entered  within  the  first  *"„*^'  ^^ 
four  days  of  the  term,  but  no  notice  had  been  given  to  Jj!*^  ^^^^ ^ 

"  Master^  signed 

the  Master  signed  by  the  appellant,  staUng  his  intention  ^7  ^«  •!>-, 
to  prosecute  the  appeal.     On  the  motion  of  Clarke  Serjt,  the  fint  four 
the  Court  had  allowed  an  extension  of  the  time  for  fiM«tenn;eTeB 
giving  notice  to  the  Master ;  but  the  attention  of  the  pii^ldon^oTan 
Court  having  been  called  in  the  preceding  case  to  the  SelSnw'fOT 
words  of  the  sixty-fourth  section,  the  Master  was  now  V^Z^ 

^  '  notice  IS  made 

directed  to  strike  the  appeal  out.  within  the  first 

four  days  of  the 
term,  and  an 
affidavit  by  the 

Byles  Serjt,  for  the  appellant,  moved  to  have  the  appellant's 
appeal  re-entered.     He  contended  that  the  case  was  that  it  was  not 
distinguishable  from  that  of  AtUey  v.  Topham^  just  de-  Sj^^he  notice 
cided  by  the  Court,  inasmuch  as  the  application  for  an  ^*^^  J^uired 
extension  of  time  was  made  within  the  first  four  days  of  ^7  ***•  "^ 
the  term.     It  was  moved  also  upon  an  affidavit  by  the 
clerk  to  the  London  agent  of  the  appellant's  attorney, 
stating  matter  of  excuse  for  the  non-transmission  of  the 
notice  within  the  time  mentioned  in  the  sixty-second 
section.    The  affidavit  having  been  filed  by  the  Master, 
it  might  be  considered  as  a  notice  given  by  the  appel- 
lant within  the  required  period  of  his  intention  to  pro- 
secute the  appeal.     He  argued,  that  the  words,  '^  signed 
by  him,^  in  the  sixty-second  section,  did  not  necessarily 
import  that  the  notice  must  be  signed  by  the  hand  of  the 
appellant,  and  that  the  signature  of  an  agent  was  suffi* 
cient. 

B  3 
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1845.  TiNBAL  C  J.     We  are  bound  to  oonstrne  oar  new 

jurisdiction  strictly,  and  the  appellant  not  haying  given 
the  notice  required  by  die  act,  the  appeal  cannot  be 


MotioD  refosed. 


IS.   Webb,  AppeUant,  and  The  Overseers  of  Bm- 

MiNGHASf,  Respondents. 

In  mgBong  the   ^I^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising 
***"        '^  barrister  for  the  northern  division  of  the  county  of 


MeUor  appeared  for  the  respondents,  and  submitted 
that  he  was  entitled  to  b^in.  The  statement  by  the 
revising  barrister  was  in  the  form  of  a  case  from  sessions, 
and  the  respondents  had  to  support  hb  decbion. 

Tin  DAL  C.  J.  The  case  is  more  like  an  appeal  to 
the  Privy  Council  from  the  judgment  of  an  inferior 
court.     The  appellant  must  b^in. 

F.  Robinsortj  for  the  appellant,  then  began,  but  after 
he  had  stated  the  case,  the  Court  said  that  it  appeared 
to  them  that  the  statement  of  the  matter  of  the  appeal 
was  deficient  in  some  material  facts ;  and  they,  there- 
fore, ordered,  that  it  should  be  remitted  to  the  revising 
barrister,  in  order  that  the  case  might  be  more  fully 
stated,  {a) 

(a)  See  6  VkL  c  18.  j.  65. 
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TuDBALL,  Appellant,  and  The  Town  Clerk  of  November  90. 

Bbistol,  Respondent. 

UPON  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  Anodoeofob- 
jection  ngned 

barristers  for  the  city  01  Bristol^  the  following  case  by  w.  r.,  de- 
was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  —  geif  to  be  «  on 
"  At  a  court  held  in  the  city  of  Bristol^  on  the  25th  forthepalSh 
of  September  1843,  before  us,  John  Tj/rreU  and  George  ^i^^l^^ 
Granville  Kekemich^  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  ?^  °*^  •pp««'» 

*  "^  being  only  on 

in  the  election  of  members  of  parliament  fpr  the  said  the  alphabetical 

'^  list  of  the  free- 

city,   William  TudbaU  objected  to  the  name  of  John  men  of  the  dty 

of  JM$tolf  in 

Jenkins  being  retained  in  the  list  of  the  freemen  entitled  which  he  was 
to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  said  city.  «ofthepariib 
Notice  of  objection  was  proved  to  have  been  duly  served,  ^e^iwar-^ 
which  notice  was  signed  *  William  TudbaU^  of  HotvoeU  ^^^ 
Boadf  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Clifton,* 
The  name  of  William  TudbaU  was  not  upon  either  the 
householder's  or  freeholder's  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
of  Clifton  ;  but  his  name  was  on  the  alphabetical  ^  list 
of  the  freemen  of  the  city  of  Bristol;*  and  there,  under 
the  letter  T.,  he  and  several  others  were  consecutively 
stated  as  *  all  of  the  parish  of  Clifton^*  as  will  appear  by 
the  said  list  sent  herewith,  and  forming  part  of  this  case, 
and  signed  by  us,  and  marked  A.     It  was  objected,  on 
behalf  of  the  said' JbAn  Jenkins^  that  William  TudbaU, 
instead  of  stating  himself  in  the  notice  to  be  on  the  list 
of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Clifton,  ought  to  have  stated 
himself  to  be  on  the  list  of  freemen  of  the  city  of  Bristol, 
and  we,  being  of  thid  opinion,  decided  that  the  notice 
was  insufficient,  and  did  not  require  the  said  John 

B  4 
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^uc  dvT  bad  come  to  die 
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objecting.*'    The  form   No.  11.  (a)  ha»  been  literally        1843. 
followed  by  the  objector ;  and  although  it  is  true  that  he      xodball 
was  not  upon   *^  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of         J^ 
Qifton/*  yet  the  case  finds  that  in  the  list  of  freemen  for  Town  aerk  oT 

BftlflTOL. 

the  city  of  Bristolj  where  his  name  appears,  he  is  described 
as  "  of  the  parish  of  GifianJ*  The  schedule  does  not 
contain  any  form  which  is  strictly  applicable  to  notices 
of  objection  by  freemen,  and  the  objector  has,  therefore, 
followed  the  general  form  which  is  given  in  No.  11.  of 
schedule  (B).  He  has  described  himself  of  the  place  of 
abode  which  the  town-clerk  has  set  opposite  to  his  name 
in  the  list  of  freemen  of  the  city  of  Bristol  /  and  there 
ean  be  no  doubt  that  if  the  notice  of  objection  had 
stopped  short  at  <'  JViUiam  TudbaUj  of  Hotwdl  Boad^' 
it  would  have  been  good.  The  addition  of  words  which 
he  was  not  required  to  insert  is  mere  surplusage,  and 
could  not  have  misled  the  party  objected  to.  [Matde  J. 
He  might  look  into  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 
Qiftonj  and  not  find  the  name  of  the  party  objecting, 
and  then  he  would  not  trouble  himself  any  more  about 
the  matter.]  The  Court  will  not  hold  the  party  to  the 
same  strictness  as  in  pleading,  when  the  notice  supplies 
the  person  objected  to  with  information  of  the  objection. 

CAiistirij  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon 
by  the  Court. 

(a)  To  Mr. , 

I  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  name  being  retained 
<^  the  list  of  persona  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  membeia  [or,  a 

■«nber]  for  the  city  [or  borough]  of——.     Dated  thia day  of 

~» 

(Signed)  A,  B,  of  [Place  of  abode]. 

On  the  list  of  Toten  for  the  parish  of  • 
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IMS.  TdioalCJ.    Tliis  appeals  to  me  to  be  die  case  of 

"  a  mwdpyriptioo,  in  vliidi  the  paitj  objecting  has  fisl- 
loved  the  fana  gnren  in  the  act  mnch  closer  than  he 


Oak  flf  need  have  dooe^  and  has  foDowed  it  fidselj.  He  has 
described  himself  as  being  npoo  the  iistof  Tolers  lor  the 
parish  of  CZ£^20B,  his  name  bein^  in  bet,  opon  another 
listy  namelj,  npoo  the  list  of  the  freemen  of  the  dty  of 
BruicL  We  cannot  hold  snch  a  notice  of  obyeccioa 
snflSdent,  as,  where  the  lists  of  Tocers  are  namerons,  it 
would  throw  greater  difficulty  upon  the  claimant  in 
searching  lor  the  olgector  than  the  act  intended  to  im- 


Dedsion  affirmed. 


2a    Whiimose,  Appellaiit,  and  The  Town  Gerk  of 

Wekiock,  Kespondent. 


nnHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decbion  of 
^otil^baab  ^^  rerising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  Werdoct^ 

roB^TwU^  b  ^^  stated  the  followii^  case : — 

leAnAktj      "Borough  of  Wadocij'\At  a  court  held  before  me, 

ill  the  county  of  So/qp.  jjokn   George  PhilUmore,  the 


aUcrortfae 


pnrpow  for        barrister  duly  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for 

which  It  K  lUBOa 

aodaboeoD.     the  borough  of  JTenloctj  in  the  county  of  Sakp,  on  the 


placed  tar  the  27th  day  of  October  1843. 

S^at^Dnt's         "  Iq  the  list  of  persons  claiming  to  vote  in  the  elec- 

y^^^^  the  ^°  ^^  members  for  the  borough  of  Werdockj  in  respect 

"^J™*  fj**  of  property  situate  within  the  parish  of  Beckbwry^  in  the 


Mding,*^!^  said  borough,  made  out  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 


of  die  Bdbm    the  said  parish  on  the  Slst  day  of  July  1843,  appears 

the  following  entry;  namely, — 
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Kame. 

riaee  or  Abode. 

Watoreof 
QuallficatfoD. 

When  titoate. 

Ihoons  QyurltOD 
Whilmore. 

BecUrary  Brook. 

Building     and 
land. 

Beckbiuy  Brook* 

184S. 


WflXTMoaa 

V. 

The 
Town  Cleri;  of 

WSSILOCK* 


^  The  said  Thomas  CkarUon  Whitmore  was  duly  ob* 
jected  to  by  William  Heqfbrdf  and  appeared  in  support 
of  his  vote ;  and  having  proved  that  he  was  in  all  other 
respects  a  duly  qualified  voter  for  the  said  borough,  the 
only  question  was,  whether  the  building  for  which  he 
claimed  to  vote  was  sufficient  within  the  statute.  The 
building  to  which  the  objection  applied  consisted  of  a 
oow-house  or  stable,  substantially  built  of  stone,  the 
roof  of  which  was  tiled,  having  a  door  with  a  lock  and 
key.  It  was  proved  also  that  the  building  was  sub-^ 
stantial,  and  suitable  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
erected  and  used,  and  conveniendy  placed  for  the  oc-« 
cupation  of  the  plaintiflTs  land.  After  hearing  argu- 
ments on  both  sides,  I  decided  that  the  building  was  not 
one  to  which  the  words  '  other  building,'  in  the  2  JV.^. 
e.  45.  5. 27.  could  apply,  and  expunged  the  name  of  the 
Toter,  which  is  to  be  restored,  if  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  be  of  opinion  that  the  building  was  such  as  en- 
titled the  claimant  to  vote." 


C  Austin  appeared  on  behalf  of  the  appellant;  but  the 
Court  called  on 


Manning  Seijt  to  support  the  decision.  There  are 
two  grounds  upon  which  it  is  contended  that  the  de- 
dskm  of  the  revising  barrister  was  correct,  and  that  this 
is  not  a  bmlding  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty* 
seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act.  The  **  other  build* 
ing"  must  be  laken  to  be  ejutiem  generis  with  those 
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1843.        enumerated  in  the  section,  and  it  must  not  be  ancillary 

""II  "  to  the  occupation  of  the  land.    The  case  is  important 

^'  in  both  points  of  view.     If  the  appellant  be  right,  the 

Town  Clerk  of  party  will  be  bound  to  claim  for  the  borough,  and  not 

for  the  county ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Court  should 
agree  with  the  argument  for  the  respondent,  the  party 
will  not  be  deprived  of  his  county  vote.     If  the  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  restrains  the  franchise  on  the 
one  hand,  it  enlarges  it  on  the  other.     The  first  ques- 
tion,  then,  is,  whether  a  cow-house  or  stable,  such  as 
the  case  describes,  falls  within  the  words  *^  other  build« 
ing  "  in  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  stat.  2^4. 
c.  45.    By  that  section  it  is  enacted,  **  That  in  every  city 
or  borough  which  shall  return  a  member  or  members  to 
serve  in  any  future  parliament,  every  male  person  of  full 
age,  and  not  subject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  who  shall 
occupy,  within  such  city  or  borough,  or  within  any 
place  sharing  in  the  election  for  such  city  or  borough, 
as  owner  or  tenant,  any  houses  warehouse^  countingJumse^ 
skopj   or  other  buildings  being,   either    separately,  or 
jointly  with  any  land   within   such  city,  borough,  or 
place,  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  owner,  or  occupied 
therewith  by  him  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord,  of 
the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  10/.,  shall,  if  only 
registered  according  to  the  provisions  hereinafler  con- 
tained, be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member 
or  members  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament  for  such 
city  or  borough/'     In  order,  therefore,  to  confer  the 
right  of  voting  upon  the  occupier,  the  building  must  be 
ejtisdem  generis  with  those  mentioned  in  the  section,  viz, 
^^  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  or  shop."     It  must 
be  such  an  one  as  can  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  trade. 
It  may  be  a  brewbouse,  a  bakehouse}  or  a  malthouse, 
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or  other  building  of  a  similar  nature.    The  principle        1843. 
that,  where  general  words  in  an  act  of  parliament  follow     whitmom 
particular  words»  they  must  be  construed  as  applicable  J: 

to  subject-matter  efusdem  generis^  was  laid  down  by  the  Town  Clerk  of 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  of  Sandiman  v. 
Breach,  (a)     There  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.,  in  giving 
judgment)  says^  **  It  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case  could  not  recover,  because  the  contract  (for 
the  breach  of  which  the  action  was  brought)  was  to 
have  been  performed  on  the  Sabbath  day,  and  that  it 
could  not  legally  be  performed  on  that  day.    But  upon 
looking  into  the  statutes  3  Car.  1.  c.l.  and  29  Car.  2. 
r.7.,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  case  does  not  fall  within 
them.      By  the  3  Car.  I.  c.  I.,  it  was  enacted,  *  that  no 
carrier   with  any  horse,  nor  waggon-man   with    any 
waggon,  nor   carman   with    any  cart,  nor   wam-man 
with  any  wain,  nor  drover  with  any  cattle,  shall,  by 
themselves  or  any  other^  travel  on  the  Lord's   day.' 
And  by  the  29  Car.  2.  c.  7.,  ^  that  no  tradesman,  ar- 
tificer, workman,  labourer,  or  other  person  or  persons^ 
shall  do  or  exercise  any  worldly  labour,  business,  or 
work  of  their  ordinary  callings  upon  the  Lord's  day.* 
It  was  contended  that,  under  the  words  *  other  person 
or  persons,'  the  drivers  of  stage-coaches  are  included. 
But  where  general  words  follow  particular  ones,  the 
rule  is,  to  construe  them  as  applicable  to  persons  episdem 
generis**     The  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  was  therefore 
discharged.     So,  in  Kitchen  v.  Shaw  (i),  where  the  cases 
are  collected,  it  was  held  that  a  domestic  servant  was 
not  amenable  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  who,  by  the  stat  6  G.  3.  c.  25.  s.  4.,  is  autho- 

(a)  IB.  4:  a  96.  (6)  6J.iE.  729. 
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1843.       Tised  to  commit  a  par^  ofiending  to  the  house  of  cor« 

**^I  rection^  "  if  any  artificer,  calico-printer,  handicraftsman, 

J^  miner,  collier,  keelman,  pitman,  glassman,  potter,  la- 

Town  Clerk  of  bourer,  or  other  person,  shall  contract  with  any  person 

WlMLOCKi 

XBhomsoever  for  any  time  or  times  whatsoever,  and  shall 
absent  himself  from  his  service  before  the  term  of  his 
contract  shall  be  completed.^  Lord  Denman  C  X,  in 
giving  judgment  said,  *^  We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that 
the  defendant  had  no  jurisdiction.  *  *  *  The  statute 
6  G.  S.  e.  25.,  entitled  ^  An  Act  for  better  regulating  ap- 
prentices, and  persons  working  under  contract/  is  in- 
troduced by  no  general  preamble.  *  *  *  The  preamble 
of  the  fourth  section  is  thus  worded :  '  And  whereas  it 
frequently  happens  that  artificers,  calico  printers,  han- 
dicraftsmen, miners,  colliers,  keelmen,  pitmen,  glassmen, 
potters,  and  others,  who  contract  with  persons  for  cer- 
tain terms,  do  leave  their  respective  services  before  the 
terms  of  their  contracts  are  fulfilled,  to  the  great  dis- 
appointment and  loss  of  the  persons  with  whom  they  so 
contract:  for  remedy  whereof,  be  it  further  enacted,' 
that,  ^if  any  artificer'  (followed  by  the  same  list  as 
before),  *or  other  person,  shall  contract  with  any  person 
vohomsoever  for  any  time  or  times  whatsoever,'  &c.  Large 
as  these  words  undoubtedly  are,  when  we  apply  to  them 
the  ordinary  rules  for  construing  acts  of  parliament  laid 
down  by  Mr.  Dwarris  (part  ii.  voL  ii.),  and  acted  upon 
in  all  times,  but  nowhere  more  clearly  stated  than  by 
Lord  Tenterden  in  Sandiman  v.  Breach  {a),  we  find  our- 
selves compelled  to  say  that  the  other  persons  are  not  all 
persons  whatever  who  enter  into  engagements  to  serve 
for  stated  periods,  but  persons  of  the  same  description 

(a)  7B.i  c.  loa 
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as  those  before  ennmerated;  and  that  the  generality  of       1843. 
the  words  must  have  been  so  restricted^  even  though     '^hiimo»« 
domestic  servants  had  not  been  excepted  from  stat  !• 

5  Eliz.  c.  4."  The  general  words,  therefore,  **  other  Town  Clerk  of 
building,"  must  be  controlled  by  the  particular  words 
which  go  before.  But,  secondly,  even  if  the  cow-house 
or  stable  mentioned  in  the  case  could  be  held  to  be  a 
building  within  the  act,  it  would  still  be  a  building 
ancillary  to  the  occupation  of  the  land.  {Matde  J.  I 
do  not  find  it  stated  in  the  case  that  the  building  was 
erected  or  used  for  the  more  convenient  occupation  of 
the  land.  It  only  says,  that  the  building  was  conve- 
niently ;2ac^c{  for  the  occupation.]  If  that  construction 
is  to  be  adopted  by  the  Court,  the  case  entirely  loses  its 
importance  upon  this  point,  as  it  fails  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  building  ancillary  to  the  occupation  of 
land  is  within  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform 
Act. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  words 
^<  other  building,''  in  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the 
Stat  2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  are  satisfied  by  the  stable  or  cow- 
house in  question,  described  as  it  is  in  the  case  reserved 
for  our  opinion  by  the  revising  barrister.  It  is  very 
true,  that  the  statute  begins  with  the  enumeration  of 
^^  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other 
building :  ^  but  when  we  are  told  that  a  building,  to 
confer  this  fitinchise,  must  be  ejusdem  generis  with  those 
so  enumerated,  I  am  far  from  saying  that  this  is  not  a 
building  efusdem  generis  with  those  mentioned,  because 
I  can  conceive  so  many  buildings  different  to  those,  to 
which  the  language  in  the  act  would  not  apply.  Thus^ 
a  bridge  would  not  be  such  a  bmildlng.    A  drain  to 
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1845.       lead  off  water  from  a  man's  land  might  be  very  Taluable 

WtanumM'  ^  *  P^'ty*  •"^  7^  '^  would  not  be  a  building  ejusdem 

J:  generii  with  those  that  are  mentioned ;  but  there  are  a 

Toy  Cigt  of  great  many  buildings  which  would  not  be  excluded, 

although  they  are  not  enumerated  in  the  act.  Suppose, 
for  instance,  the  case  of  a  room  built  up  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  prospect;  such  a  building  would 
fall  within  the  terms  of  the  section.  From  the  state- 
ment in  the  case,  this  building  i^pears  to  me  to  be  a 
room  in  which  the  trade  of  a  liyery-stable  keeper,  or  a 
dairjrman,  might  be  carried  on  within  the  borough; 
and  it  would,'  therefore,  fall,  fairly  and  naturally,  not, 
indeed,  within  the  enumerated  items,  but  within  the 
graeral  description  of  a  building.  It  seems  to  me  that 
the  revisiug  barrister  was  wrong,  and  that  the  name  of 
the  claimant  must  be  restored  to  the  list. 

C!oLTMAN  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Erskine  J.  I  see  nothing  in  the  act  of  parliament 
which  confiues  the  words  ^*  other  building  "  to  a  build- 
ing erected  or  occupied  for  the  purpose  of  trade.  The 
section  itself  enumerates  a  **  house/'  which  may  be  used 
either  for  the  purpose  of  trade,  or  of  mere  habitation. 
But,  even  if  it  were  necessary  that  the  building  should 
be  used  for  trade,  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  which 
excludes  such  an  occupation  of  this  building ;  because 
a  cow-house  or  a  stable  may  be  so  employed.  There 
may  be  buildings,  such  as  those  enumerated  by  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  which  would  not  fall  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section;  but  then  there  are  many 
others,  which  have  nothing  to  do  with  trade,  which 
would  clearly  come  within  it 
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Maulk  J.     I  also  think  that  the  word  *<  building**        1843. 
b  not  to  be  understood  in  its  largest  possible  sense,  but     whitmom 
is  to  have  some  restriction  from  the  company  in  which  ^^ 

it  is  found  in  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Tojjti  Qerk  of 
Act  Some  buildings  must  be  taken  to  be  excluded, 
and,  among  others,  such  as  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  has 
mentioned.  The  enumeration  would  exclude,  also,  such 
a  case  as  that  of  a  wall,  inclosing  a  piece  of  ground, 
which  might  well  be  worth  10/.  annual  value,  but  tliat 
would  not  be  a  building  within  the  act  of  parliament. 
The  act  does  not  require  that  the  building,  in  order  to 
confer  the  right  of  voting,  should  be  used  for  trade, 
although  it  certainly  does  mention  [those  which  are 
used  for  that  purpose.  But,  suppose  goods  were  put 
into  this  cowhouse  or  stable,  it  would  then  become  a 
warehouse;  and  if  sold  there,  it  would  be  a  shop;  and 
that  without  any  alteration  in  the  construction  of  the 
building.  I  think  there  is  no  kind  of  doubt  about 
this  case,  and  that  the  revising  barrister  was  quite 
wrong. 

Decision  reversed  (a). 

(c)  The  following  cases  were  decided  on  the  same  day :  — 

BussELL,  Appellant,  and  Downes,  Bespondent 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  rerisiog  barrister  for  the 
bonntgb  of  Ludlow, 

Codkbtim  appeared  for  the  respondent*  and  admitted  that  he  could  not 
distingiiish  the  facts  from  those  of  the  case  just  decided  by  the  Court 

C  Audm  was  to  hate  argued  on  the  other  aide. 

Decision  reversed. 

VOL.  I.  C 
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1843. 


BowESy  Appellant,  and  Williams^  Respondent 


Whrmoki 

Zi  Iv  this  case  there  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  banister 

Ine 

Town  Clerk  of  ^^  ^®  borough  of  Bridgnorth.     Tlie  material  fiicts  were  the  same  as  in 
Wemlock.        Whitmore  t.  7%«  Toum  Clerk  of  Wenlodc 

C.  AusUn  for  the  appellant. 

W,  H.  Cocke  tat  the  respondent. 

Decision  rererwd. 


No9ember9s.  Wkbb,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of  Bm- 

MiKGHAM,  Respondents. 

A  lessee  of  A  '^  ^  court  held  before  John  Dick  Bumabtfi  ]^*9  the 

^^^^  revising  barrister  for  the  northern  division  of  the 

^Tn«p^^  county  of  Wamick,    WiUiam  Hickman^   of  Litchfield 

residue  of  a  Terrace^  Aston  Road^  Birmingham^  was  objected  to  as 

created  for  not  not  beinff  entitled  to  have  his  name  retained  upon  the 

leis  than  siztj  °  '^ 

years,  is  en-      list  of  Voters  for  the  said  divisioui  in  respect  of  property 

titled  to  claim  ^ 

a  vote  for  the  Situate  within  the  parish  of  Aston  juxta  Birmingham. 
spect  of  such  The  revising  barrister  retained  the  name  upon  the  Ust, 
M  are  notJndi-  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following 

Yidually  of  suf.  ^oca  •  _ 
fident  value  to    *^^  ' 

gire  a  right  of        William  Hickman  was  the  lessee  of  a  term  originally 

TOtingforthe  ^  ^  e>         j 

borough,  but     created  for  ninety-nine  years,  of  which  three  years  had 

are  coIlectiTely 

of  the  clear  expired.      The   lease   comprised   several   houses,    the 

not  less  than  aggregate  annual  value  of  which  was  220^     All  the 

abore^i^  rents  property  was  situate  within  the  parish  of  Aston  juxta 

Mvi^^of  Sirminghamy  and  also  within  the  borough  of  Birmitig" 

or  in  respect  of 

the  same ;  although  one  of  the  houies  comprised  in  the  lease  is  of  sufficient  value  to  confer 

the  borough  franchise. 

Where  the  Court  thought  the  question  raised  in  the  appeal  was  free  in  itself  from  doubt» 
but  doubt  was  thrown  upon  it  by  the  fonn  in  which  the  question  was  stated  in  the  cas« 
signed  by  the  rerising  barrister:  Held,  per  Tindal  C  J.,  Coliman,  J.,  and  Ertkme  J., 
Maule  J.  dmewtieniet  that  the  appellant  ought  not  to  be  called  upon  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
appeaL 
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kam.    One  house  was  worth  more  than  1021  a  year,  and        1848. 
the  remainder  were  respectively  worth  less  than  161.  "     ^^^ 
a  year.     Each  house  was  occupied  by  a  distinct  tenant,         ^ 
and  in  no  case  was  any  land  occupied  jointly  with  a    Oreneen  of 
house.     The  residue  of  the  houses  respectively  under 
10^  were  proved  to  be  together  of  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  not  less  than  lOL  over  and  above  all  rents  and 
charges  payable  out  of  or  in  respect  of  the  same.    The 
said  William  Hickman  had  been  in  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof  to  hb  own  use  for  twelve  calendar 
months  previously  to  the  last  day  of  July  preceding. 

The  particulars  of  his  qualification  were  stated  to  be^ 
^  lease  of  houses  and  buildings  for  years."  He  was 
examined,  and  stated  that  he  relied  upon  those  which 
individually  would  be  worth  less  than  102.  a  year,  but 
collectively  were  worth  more  than  that  amount.  It 
was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  objector,  that,  under 
8  W.  4*.  c.  45.  5. 25.,  William  Hickman  had  no  right  to 
a  county  vote,  because  one  of  the  houses  comprised  in 
the  lease  was  of  sufficient  annual  value  to  confer  upon 
the  occupier  a  vote  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham; 
that  the  county  vote  was  given  in  respect  of  the  estate 
and  interest  which  William  Hickman  had  as  lessee; 
that  he  was  seized,  not  properly  of  the  land,  but  of  the 
term  for  years,  which  is  the  estate  and  interest  that 
passeth  for  that  time ;  that  the  term  of  years  was  an 
entirety,  extending  over  the  whole  property  comprised 
in  the  lease,  and  inasmuch  as  it  comprehended  the 
house  of  102.  annual  value,  the  same  came  within 
sect.  25.  of  the  act.  The  revising  barrister  held  that, 
as  it  b  said  in  sect  20.  of  the  act,  **  Every  person  who 
shall  be  entitled  as  lessee  to  any  lands  for  the  unexpired 
residue  of  any  term  shall  be  entitled  to  vote,"  and  not 

C  2 
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184S.  ^who  shall  be  entitled  to  the  unexpired  residue  of  any 

y^^^  temif  &a,"  the  word  was  used  in  its  popular  sense  as 

^  applicable  to  ^*  time,''  rather  than  in  its  legal  sense,  and 

Oteneeri  of  the  more  SO,  as  the  word  "  term  '*  is  not  used  in 

BiftimciHAic* 

sect.  25.;  and  that  the  claim  here  was  for  property  to 

which  ^^  he  is  entitled  as  lessee  for  the  term  (or  time),'' 

and  which  does  not  confer  a  vote  for  the  borough,  and 

which,  therefore,  does  not  disqualify  him  from  being 

upon  the  county  register. 

The  validity  of  the  objections  to  the  names  of  five 

other  persons  being  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters 

for  the  northern  division  of  the  county  of  Warwick 

depended  upon  the  same  point  of  law,  and  the  appeals 

from  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  in  each  case 

were  consolidated  with  the  preceding  appeal. 

F.  Robinson^  for  the  appellant.  The  facts  of  the  case 
as  stated  disqualify  the  voter  from  being  placed  on  the 
county  register.  The  twenty-fourth  section  of  the  Re- 
form Act  limits  the  right  of  the  freeholder  to  vote  in 
the  election  of  knights  of  the  shire,  in  respect  of  any 
freehold  house  &&,  when  occupied  by  himself^  which 
would  confer  a  vote  for  a  borough.  Then  comes  the 
twenty-fifth  section,  which  enacts  *^  that  no  person  shall 
be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or  knights 
of  the  shire  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament,  in  respect 
of  his  estate  or  interest  as  a  copyholder  or  customary 
tenant,  or  tenant  in  ancient  demesne,  holding  by  copy 
of  court-roll,  or  as  such  lessee  or  assignee,  or  as  such 
tenant  and  occupier  as  aforesaid,  in  any  house,  ware- 
house, counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  or  in 
any  land  occupied  together  with  a .  house,  warehouse, 
counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  being,  either 
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separately,  or  jointly  with  the  land  so  occupied  there*  1849. 
with,  of  such  value  as  would,  according  to  the  provisions  ^^^  "" 
hereinafter  contained,  confer  on  Am,  or  on  any  other  per*  J^^ 
son^  the  right  of  voting  for  any  city  or  borough,  whe-  Oreneenitir 
ther  he  or  any  other  person  shall  or  shall  not  have 
actually  acquired  the  right  to  vote  for  such  city  or 
borough  in  respect  thereof.'*  The  question  is,  whether 
a  person  claiming  as  a  leaseholder  of  houses  within 
a  borough,  for  the  unexpired  residue  of  a  term  origin- 
ally created  for  not  less  than  sixty  years,  is  entitled  to 
vote  for  the  county,  when  one  of  the  houses  is  of  suf- 
ficient value  to  confer  a  vote  for  the  borough;  the 
others  being  individually  of  less  value,  but  collectively 
of  the  value  of  10/.  and  upwards.  It  is  unfortunate 
that  the  legislature  has  left  this  point  unsettled,  because 
it  may  be  said  to  be  almost  historically  true,  that  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  iramers  of  the  Reform  Act 
to  bestow  the  county  franchise  upon  persons  in  this 
situation.  'In  Elliott  on  Registration  {a)  this  passage 
occurs :  '*  It  has  been  said,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  framers  of  the  Reform  Act  to  prevent  a  leaseholder 
for  any  term  of  years  of  premises  situate  within  a 
borough  from  voting  in  respect  of  such  lease  for  a 
county,  if  any  part  of  the  property  comprised  in  the 
lease  would  confer  the  right  of  voting  for  the  borough ; 
and  this  probably  was  so.  In  the  debate  on  the  Re- 
form Bill,  {Mirror  of  Parliament^  24th  May  1832,) 
Lord  Brougham  said,  *  The  twenty-fiftli  section  deals 
with  the  right  now  conferred  for  the  first  time,  viz.,  copy- 
holders who  hitherto  had  no  right,  and  leaseholders  who 
now  acquire  it  for  the  first  time ;  accordingly  they  are 

(a)  8d  ed.  p.  135. 
€  3 
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jre48;        depriyed  of  the  right  of  voting  for  the  county  in  respect 

Wmr"**  ^^  property  in  the  bbrough,  or  rather  they  have  it  not : 

J^  this  twenty-fifth  clause  prevents  them  from  acquiring 

'Oreneenci    jt' -» See  also  the  debate  on  an  explanatory  clause, 
BimmiiaBAic 

moved  by  Sir  James  Graham^  on  the  S2d  June  18S6.*' 

The  Court  will  not  put  this  construction  upon  the 
clause  /if  the  intention  entertained  by  the  legislature 
should  seem  to  them  not  to  have  been  carried  into  effect ; 
but  it  is  submitted  that  such  an  intention  is  to  be  col- 
lected from  the  language  which  has  been  used.  It  is 
apprehended  that  the  franchise  is  conferred  in  respect 
of  the  estate  or  interest  which  the  party  has  in  the  tentif 
and  that  the  revising  barrister  is  wrong  in  using  the 
word  in  its  popular  sense  as  applicable  to  time.  The 
difference  between  term  and  time  in  a  lease  is  thus  de- 
fined by  Blackstone :  *^  The  word  term  does  not  merely 
signify  the  time  specified  in  the  lease^  but  the  estate 
also  and  interest  that  passes  by  that  lease ;  and  there- 
fore the  term  may  expire  during  the  continuance  of  the 
time;  as  by  surrender,  forfeiture,  and  the  like"(a)» 
The  legislature  seems  to  have  had  that  distinction  in 
view  in  framing  the  twentieth  section  of  the  Reform 
Act.  That  section  enacts,  **  That  every  male  person 
of  full  age,  and  not  subject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  who 
shall  be  entitled,  either  as  lessee  or  assignee,  to  any 
ladds  or.  tenements,  whether  of  freehold  or  of  any 
other  tenure  whatever,  for  the  unexpired  residue,  what- 
ever it  may  be,  of  any  term  originally  created  for  a 
period  of  not  less  than  sixty  years,  (whether  deter- 
minable on  a  live  or  lives,  or  not,)  of  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  not  less  than  10/.  over  and  above  all  rents 

(a)  S  Bl  Comm,  144. 
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and  cbarges  payable  out  of  or  in  respect  of  the  same^  or  1 843. 
for  the  unexpired  residue,  whatever  it  may  be,  of  any  -^^^ 
term  originally  created  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  ^^ 

twenty  years,  (whether  determinable  on  a  life  or  lives,  J?^«™«»  ^ 
or  not,)  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  BOL 
over  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  payable  out 
of  or  in  respect  of  the  same,  or  who  shall  occupy  as 
tenant  any  lands  or  tenements  for  which  he  shall  be 
bond  Jlde  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50/L, 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  knight  or 
knights  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament 
for  the  county  &c.  in  which  such  lands  or  tenements 
shall  be  respectively  situate :  Provided  always,  that  no 
person,  being  only  a  sub-lessee,  or  the  assignee  of  any 
underlease,  shall  have  a  right  to  vote  in  such  election, 
in  respect  of  any  such  term  of  sixty  years  or  twenty 
years  as  aforesaid,  unless  he  shall  be  in  the  actual  occu- 
pation of  the  premises."  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that 
it  must  have  been  intended  to  confer  the  franchise 
propter  dignitatem  of  the  estate,  rather  than  on  account 
of  the  time  for  which  the  lease  is  granted,  or  the  value 
of  the  premises.  If  it  were  otherwise,  no  interest 
would  have  been  ^ven  by  a  term  nearly  worn  out ;  and 
this  argument  is  strengthened  by  the  proviso  at  the  end 
of  the  section,  which  makes  actual  occupation  necessary 
in  the  case  of  a  sub-lessee  or  assignee.  It  has  been 
generally  held  by  the  revising  barristers  throughout  the 
country  that  a  claimant  cannot  join  two  different  leases 
of  premises  so  as  to  make  one  term.  [TtWo/C.  J. 
Do  you  mean  to  say  that  he  could  not  join  a  lease  for 
twenty  years  of  premises  in  possession  with  a  lease  in 
reversion  for  forty?]  It  is  apprehended  that  this  would 
not  bring  the  party  within  the  words  of  the  twentieth 

c  4 
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1843.  section  of  the  Rerorm  Act.     The  stat  22  &  23  Car.  2. 

'     ^^^  c.  25. 5.  3.,  which  prohibits  unqaalified  persons  from  keep- 

J>  ing  or  using  guns,  bows,  greyhounds,  &c^  contains  an 

Ovcrwersof  exception  in  favour  of  persons  having  lease  or  leases 

3IAM1KOHAM.  .      .  • 

of  ninety-nine  years,  && ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  by 
the  twentieth  section  of  the  Reform  Act  the  franchise 
is  conferred  in  respect  of  one  lease  only.  As  the  term, 
therefore,  cannot  be  joined,  so  it  cannot  be  separated ; 
it  must  be  one  entire  thing.  The  franchise  is  given  to 
the  termor  in  respect  of  the  whole  term ;  and  if  he 
assigns  over  part  of  the  premises,  he  ceases  to  have  the 
entire  term,  and  therefore  loses  his  right  to  vote.  The 
question  turns  in  a  great  measure  on  the  meaning  of 
the  words  in  the  twenty-fifth  section,  '^  in  respect  of  his 
estate  or  interest  as  such  lessee  or  assignee."  If  he  has 
assigned  over  part  of  the  premises,  he  would  have  an 
estate  or  interest  in  the  lands  remaining,  but  not  **  as 
such  lessee  or  assignee,"  for  that  implies  that  he  is 
lessee  of  the  whole  term.  {Matde  J.  If  a  man  is  tenant 
in  fee  of  lands,  he  is  tenant  in  fee  of  every  part ;  and  so 
it  is  with  a  tenant  for  years.  The  difficulty  is,  that  if 
the  claimant  has  a  term  in  100  houses,  he  has  a  term  in 
one  house.]  The  qualification  of  the  tenant  is  stated 
to  be  *^  lease  of  houses ;"  and  the  claim  is  made  in 
respect  of  such  lease.  It  was  clearly  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  to  keep  the  county  voters  free  from  any 
admixture  with  the  borough  voters;  and  the  twenty- 
fourth  section  of  the  Reform  Act  having  limited  an 
existing  right,  that  of  the  freeholder,  the  twenty-fifth 
section  may  well  limit  the  newly-created  right  of  the 
leaseholder.  If  the  argument  on  the  other  side  were  to 
prevail,  the  lessee  of  the  original  term  might  parcel  out 
the  premises  to  a  number  of  other  persons,  and  then 
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each  assignee  of  part  might  grant   as   many  under-        1848. 

leases  as  he  liked,  so  that  votes  would  be  inde&nitely        ^j^^^ 

multiplied.     ^Matde  J.    There  is  this  restriction,  that         J: 

the  premises  assigned  must  be  of  the  clear  yearly  value    Orenecn  of 

of  not  less  than  10/^     Suppose  a  man  has  a  term  of 

premises  granted  for  100  years,  and  he  is  evicted  from 

part  of  the  premises  by  title  paramount ;  according  to 

your  argument  he  would  lose  his  vote,  as  you  say  that 

the  term  comprehends  all  that  was  in  the  original  lease.] 

Eviction  by  title  paramount  from  part  would  not  hurt, 

because  the  grantee  would  have  all  that  the  grantor 

had  power  to  grant    It  will  no  doubt  be  contended  on 

the  other  side  that  Mr.  Hickman  does  not  claim  to  vote 

in  respect  of  his  estate  or  interest  in  the  house,  which  is 

of  sufficient  value  to  give  a  vote  for  the  borough,  but 

in  respect  of  his  estate  or  interest  in  the  other  houses. 

This,  it  is  submitted,  he  cannot  do,  because  he  could 
not  make  out  his   right  to  vote  in  respect  of  those 

bouses  without  shewing,  at  the^same  time,  his  right  to 

vote  in  respect  of  the  house  of  10/.  value,  and  then  he 

would  be  excluded,  by  the  terms  of  the  twenty-fifth 

section  of  the  statute,  from  the  right  of  voting  for  the 

county.     He  referred  also  to  Patrick  M*Ke^s  Case  (a), 

and  to   the  observations  of  LiUUdale  J.  in  iZ.  v.  Di- 

cheat,  {b) 

Mettotf  for  the  respondents.  It  is  submitted  that  Mr. 
Hickman  is  clearly  entitled  to  be  retained  on  the  re- 
gister. The  opinions  referred  to,  relative  to  the  in- 
tention of  the  framers  of  the  Reform  Act,  are,  to  say  the 
least,  extra-judicial.     Looking  at  the  language  of  the 

(c)  Aleode$  R.  C.  S5e. ;  EUwU  mi  Sigutraiwnt  Sd  ed.  115» 
(6)  9B.4;C.  183. 
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]84d.       act»  there  can  be  no  question  that  the  claimant  conies 

~  within  the  twentieth  section;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 

^         twen^-fifth  section  which  excludes  him  from  voting. 

Oveneen  of    But  it  is  said  that  a  term  is  an  entire  thing,  and  that  if 

any  one  of  the  houses  referred  to  in  the  case  confers  the 

right  of  voting  for  the  borough,  that  destroys  the  vote 

for  the  county  in  respect  of  the  term.    A  term,  however, 

is  divisible,  and  a  moiety  of  the  Uinds  might  be  well 

assigned  for  the  whole  term,  (a)    In  pleading,  a  lessee 

is  not  all^;ed  to  be  possessed  of  the  term,  but  of  lands 

or  tenements  Jbr  the  term.     He  referred  to  the  Scotch 

Reform  Act,  2&  8  W.^.  c.SB.  s.  11.,  and  to  the  Irish 

Reform  Act,  2  &  3  fT.  4.  c.  88.  &  7.;  and  also  to  JRoberi 

Sweetmoffs  Case,  (b) 

Bobinson  was  heard  in  reply. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  revising 
barrister  was  right  in  the  construction  which  he  has  put 
upon  the  statute  2  fK  4.  c.  45.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that, 
by  the  twentieth  section  of  the  act,  the  right  of  voting  is 
given  to  individuals  in  the  situation  of  Mr.  Hickman^ 
as  his  case  falls  distinctly  within  the  words  of  that 
clause,  he  being  a  lessee  of  lands  or  tenements  for  a  term 
originally  created  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  sixty 
years,  and  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than 
lOL  over  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  payable  out 
of  or  in  respect  of  the  same.  Now,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  the  word  term  carries  with  it,  what  is  called  the 
interesse  termini^  that  is,  an  interest  in  every  portion  of 
the  premises  which  are  the  subject  of  the  term ;  and  it 

(•)  Dtvertuxy.  Barlow,  S  Sound.  181  (<Q»  note  I. 

(b)  jOcod^t  JU  C,  97. 1  EUhtt  on  Regishmtiim,  5td  ei,  176. 
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can  DO  more  be  said  that  he  has  an  interest  in  one  part  I84>8. 
of  the  tenements  than  he  has  in  all  the  other  parts  of  wm~ 
the  premises  which  originaUy  comprised  the  subject^  Ji: 
matter  of  the  lease.  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  words  of  O^eneen  of 
the  twentieth  section  go,  the  claimant  has  a  clear  right 
to  vote.  Then  comes  the  twenty-fifth  section;  and  the 
question  which  arises  upon  that  is,  whether  an  in« 
tention  is  expressed,  with  equal  deamess,  of  taking 
away  his  right ;  if  not,  we  are  bound  to  say  that  the 
right  still  remains  in  the  party.  The  twenty-fifth  section 
disqualifies  a  person  from  voting  for  the  county  in  re- 
elect of  his  estate  or  interest  as  lessee  in  any  house  of 
snch  value  as  would  confer  on  him,  or  any  other  per* 
ion,  the  right  of  voting  for  the  borough.  Now,  all 
that  is  stated  in  the  case  is,  that,  with  respect  to  one 
particular  house,  it  ftdls  within  this  predicament,  and  it 
leaves  untouched  that  which  formed  his  qualification, 
viz.  the  remaining  houses,  in  respect  of  which  he  is  as 
much  in  possession  of  the  term  as  of  any  other.  As 
Mr.  Hickman  claimed  to  vote,  not  in  respect  of  the 
house  which  was  of  the  annual  value  of  102i,  but  of  the 
other  houses,  which  were  individually  of  a  lower  yearly 
ndue»  I  think  that  his  right  to  vote^  given  to  him  by  the 
twentieth  section  of  the  statute,  b  not  taken  away  by  the 
terms  of  the  twen^-fifth  section. 

CoLTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  case 
has  been  argued  by  Mr.  Robinson  with  reference  to  the 
language  of  the  twentieth  section  of  the  act;  and  he  has 
given  a  construction  to  that  section  which  I  think 
there  is  no  warrant  in  law  for  saying  it  bears ;  because 
he  seems  to  think  that  a  party  who  is  lessee  has  ah 
iBterest  in  the  whole^  and  not  in  each  part  of  the 
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1S4S.  premises.     It  appears  to  me,  however,  that  he  is  not 

^^^  only  lessee  of  the  whole,  but  of  every  part  of  the 

J^  premises  for  the  term  specified.     I  do  not  consider 

Oreneen  of  that  the  words  in  the  twentieth  section,  "  of  the  clear 

BlftMXIiaHAlC. 

yearly  value  of  not  less  than  10/.  over  and  above  all 
rents  and  charges  payable  out  of  or  in  respect  of  the 
same,"  shew  that  there  is  any  such  entirety  in  the  term 
as  Mr.  Robinson  contends  for,  because,  although  the 
rent  is  payable  out  of  every  part  of  the  premises,  yet  it 
is  apportionable  among  the  different  tenements,  in  pro* 
portion  to  the  value  of  each.  That  shews  that  the  term 
itself  is  apportionable,  and  that  the  term  is  granted  for 
each  part  of  the  premises  conveyed  by  the  lease.  Then, 
is  the  right  given  by  the  twentieth  taken  away  by 
the  twenty-fifth  section?  The  terms  of  that  section 
are  very  short,  so  far  as  the  present  case  is  concerned ; 
and  as  the  houses  in  respect  of  which  the  claim  is 
made  are  none  of  them  of  sufficient  value  to  confer  a 
right  of  voting  for  the  borQugh,  I  think  the  claimant 
has  a  right  to  a  vote  for  the  county. 

Erskine  J.  Mr.  Hickman  was  lessee  of  a  term 
originally  created  for  ninety-nine  years,  and  it  is  not 
denied  that,  as  such  lessee,  he  would  be  entitled  to  a 
vote  for  the  county  under  the  twentieth  section,  if  none 
of  the  houses  comprised  in  the  lease  were  of  sufficient 
value  to  confer  the  borough  franchise.  The  question 
then  is,  whether  under  the  twenty-fifth  section  that 
right  is  taken  away.  The  property  consisted  of  several 
houses,  all  of  which  were  within  the  borough  of  J3ir« 
mingham^  one  of  them  being  of  the  annual  value  of  10/* 
That  circumstance  will  not  take  away  his  right  to  vote^ 
unless  the  legislature  has,  by  some  distinct  enactment^ 
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deprived  him  of  it:  and  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  184S. 

words  of  the  section,  it  seems  that  they  do  not  reach  ^^^^ 

this  case,  and  were  apparently  never  intended  by  the  ^^ 

legislature  to  reach  it.    If  the  legislature  had  so  meant,  Ovemen  of 
die  language  of  the  section  would  have  been  very  dif«> 

ferent ;  and  instead  of  saying,  '^  as  such  lessee  or  as- 
signee in  any  house^  &&,  as  would  confer  the  right  of 
voting  for  any  city  or  borough,"  it  would  have  said, 
"  as  such  lessee  or  assignee  of  any  lands  or  tenements 
within  the  borough." 

Maule  J.  I  also  think  that  the  claimant  has  a  right 
to  vote  for  the  county.  I  cannot,  myself,  see  any  colour 
of  argument  whatever  against  his  claim,  except  that 
which  is  founded  on  the  assumption  that  the  word 
''  term  "  means  the  whole  interest  in  the  premises  which 
are  the  subject  of  the  lease.  There  is  no  authority 
which  has  decided  that  such  is  the  sense  of  the  word. 
Some  little  difficulty  has  been  imported  into  the  question 
by  the  language  of  the  case,  in  which  the  revising 
barrister  says,  after  reporting  part  of  the  argument 
before  him,  that  he  held  that  **  the  word  ^  term '  was 
used  in  its  popular  sense,  as  applicable  to  *time,' 
rather  than  its  legal  sense."  It  appears  to  me  that 
a  person  is  just  as  much  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the 
term,  and  has  exactly  the  same  estate  and  interest, 
after  parting  with  nine  houses,  which  he  would  have 
in  ten  houses  granted  to  him  under  one  lease.  He  has 
precisely  the  same  quantity,  quality,  and  nature  of  in- 
terest which  he  had  before.  The  appellant's  case, 
therefore,  fails  altogether,  if  the  word  *^  term  "  has  not 
a  sense  which  has  not  been  used  by  any  body  before. 
A  leaseholder  of  premises  for  the  unexpired  residue  of 
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184S.  a  term  originally  created  for  a  period  of  not  less  than 
Y^j^  sixty  years,  &c,  is  placed,  as  it  seems  to  me,  by  the 
^  twentieth  section,  on  the  footing  of  a  quasi  freehdder ; 
^rmetnoi  whereas*  in  the  oriinnal  act  (a),  which  restricted  the 
right  of  voting  in  counties,  the  right  was  limited  to 
405.  freeholders.  The  franchise^  therefore,  being  con- 
ferred by  the  twentieth  section,  the  question  is,  whether 
it  is  taken  away  by  the  twenty-fifth  section*  I  do  not 
quite  concur,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  words  used  by 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  Erskine,  in  think- 
ing that  it  should  be  clearly  taken  away  by  the  words  of 
the  act.  If  it  were  taken  away,  I  think  it  wotdd  be 
taken  away ;  and  no  obscurity  would  prevent  the  clause 
from  having  that  effect,  if,  after  all,  the  twenty-fifth 
section  deprived  the  claimant  of  the  right  which  the 
twentieth  section  had  conferred  upon  him.  Sub- 
stantially, however,  there  is  no  difference  in  the  result  to 
which  we  all  come  on  this  subject,  because  the  twenty- 
fifth  section  not  only  does  not  clearly  take  away  his  right 
to  vote,  but  very  clearly  does  not  take  it  away.  Does 
this  person  claim  to  vote  in  respect  of  his  interest  as 
lessee  of  [a  house  which  would  give  a  vote  for  a 
borough?  He  does  not;  he  claims  in  respect  of  a 
number  of  houses,  which  are  individually  of  less  value 
than  10/.  a  year.  I  think  that  the  revising  barrister 
was  quite  right,  and  that  there  was  no  foundation  ibr 
the  appeal  against  his  decision. 

Decision  affirmed. 

Mettor  then  applied,  on  behalf  of  the  respondents^ 
for  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  under  the  seventieth  section  of 

(a)  8  Hen,  6.  c.  7. 
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die  Registration  of  Voters'  Act,  6  Fid*  c.  18.    He  sub-        1B48. 
mitted  that,  as  the  appellant  had  set  the  law  in  motion,         '^ 
and  had  chosen  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  he  J> 

ought  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  proceedings.     Unless     Oreneen  of 
the  seventieth  section  of  the  new  act  was  to  be  quite 
inoperative,  it  was  difiScuIt  to  conceive  a  case  in  which 
the  law  so  clearly  applied  as  the  present. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  do  not  think  that  this  is  a  proper 
case  for  costs.  There  is  some  degree  of  doubt  thrown 
on  the  question  by  the  form  which  was  given  to  it  in  the 
case  stated  by  the  revising  barrister. 

Maule  J.  It  really  appears  to  me  that  this  is,  em- 
phatically, a  case  for  costs. 

The  majority  of  the  Court,  however,  being  of  opinion 
that  no  costs  ought  to  be  given,  the  application  was 

Refused* 
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j)eeemier€.    Wbight,  Appellant,  and  The  Town  Clerk  of 

Stockport,  Respondent. 

A  room  ins  TJPON  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising 
dittiDctorsein.         barrister  for  the  borough  oi  Stockport ^  the  following 

rate  portion 

thereof,  of  cose  was  Stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court:  — 

Dftntbadthe  Borough  of  &oc^1At  the  Court  held  before  me, 

andioirthr^  port^  to  wit.      J  Robert  Griffiths  Temple^  Barris- 

^rl SJ«  to  ter-at-Law,  duly  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters 

**!th'**"2  It  4  ^^^  ^^^  ^'^  borough  of  Stockport^  for  the  revision  of  the 

c.  45. 1.  S7.  list  of  voters  for  the  said  borough  within  the  township 

that  the  fact  of   c(  StOckport :  — 

the  landlord  rr  t  i  i  t  ^  • 

contracting  to  John  Wright  objected  to  the  names  hereunder  written 

furniibing,  being  retained  on  the  said  list,  and  it  appearing  to  me 

Irf^^ngine  ^^^^  ^^®  validity  of  the  objections  to  the  several  names 

spinninffr  of  voters  hereunder  written  depends  and  hath  been  de- 

machine  in  cided  by  me  upon  the  same  state  of  facts,  and  upon  the 

such  room,  in  •'  *^  '  r 

common  with     same  points  of  law,  I  did  declare  that  the  appeals  against 

machines  in  i  i  o 

other  rooms  in    such  decision  in  respect  of  such  names  being  so  retained 

the  factory,  did 

not  destroy  the  ought  to  be  consolidated,  and  that  the  town  clerk  of  the 
racterofsuch  s&id  borough  of  Stockport  shall  be  the  respondent  in 
^^berea'rate  ^^^^  consolidated  appeal. 

bean  upon  iu  rj^^  f^jg  ^f  ^j^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^  foU^^  .  _ 

lace  toe  name 

of  Uie  occupier,      There  is  a  factory  or  buildinir  belonffinff  to  Mr. 

the  premises  for  -^  ©  o    e 

which  he  is 

rated,  the  rateable  ralue  thereof,  and  the  amount  of  the  rate,  such  rating  is  sufficient  within 

the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act. 

Payment  of  the  entira  rate  by  any  of  the  parties  jointiy  rated,  is  a  payment  by  each  of 
the  joint-occupien  of  his  respective  rate,  within  the  meaning  of  the  same  section. 
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Flkanah  Cheetham  (a)  as  owner,  consisting  of  four  stories  1  S^S. 
or  floors  in  height,  which  he  lets  off  to  a  number  of  dif-  Wri^ 
ferent  persons  for  the  purpose  of  cotton  spinning.     To  ^^^ 

each  of  these  persons  a  distinct  or  separate  portion  of  '^'J,^"  ^^^^^  ®^ 

'  '  '  Stocxpout. 

the  building,  consisting  of  one  room  varying  in  size,  is 
let  at  a  distinct  rent,  such  rents  varying  from  10/.  to 
SOA  per  annum  for  a  room,  according  to  its  dimensions. 
In  these  rooms  each  tenant  has  his  own  machines  for 
spinning ;  which  machines  are  worked  by  a  power  sup- 
plied by  a  steam-engine  belonging  to,  and  worked  by 
and  at  the  expense  of,  the  landlord,  who  also  finds  the 
main  gearing  or  shafting,  which   communicates  such 
power  to  the  machines.     It  is  part  of  the  contract  with 
each  tenant  that  the  landlord  shall  so  supply  such  power. 
Elach  tenant  has  the  exclusive  use  of  his  room,  and 
has  the  key  to   the  door  thereof.      The  approach   to 
these  rooms  is,  in  some  instances,  a  common  staircase 
leading  from  the  entrance  to  the  factory,  and  upon  which 
staircase  the  different  doors  to  the  rooms  open.     There 
is  a  door  to  such  general  entrance,  but  it  is  never  locked 
or  fastened.      In   other   instances   the  rooms  are  ap- 
proached by  separate  staircases  from  the  ground  out- 
side the  building,  and  in  others  by  doors  on  the  ground, 
opening  into  the  factory  yard. 

It  is  part  of  the  agreement  with  each  tenant  that  the 
landlord  is  to  pay  the  rates,  and  the  rent  is  higher  in 
consideration  of  such  payment. 

Upon  the  rate  books  the  landlord  and  all  the  tenants 
appear  to  be  rated  jointly  in  the  form  following:  — 

(a)  In  the  rate-booki,  as  appeared  by  the  case,  Elkanah  ClieeUiam  and 
SSuNice/  Howard  Cheetkam  were  described  as  owners. 
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1843. 
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The  whole  of  the  rate,  with  the  exception  of  what        IS^S. 
was  allowed  for  the  portions  which  were  empty,  was       ~ 
paid  up,  and  had  been  paid  by  the  landlord  in  due         ^ 

time*  Town  Clerk  of 

The  points  raised  for  my  decision  were :  — 

Ist  Whether  each  of  these  rooms  or  floors  so  held 
was  such  a  building  as,  under  2  fV.if,  c.  45.  s.  27.,  would 
confer  the  right  of  voting  upon  its  occupier. 

2d.  Whether  there  was  an  exclusive  occupation  in 
each  such  tenant  as  required  by  the  same  clause. 

8d.  Whether  each  of  such  occupiers  was  duly  rated 
in  respect  of  such  premises  occupied  by  him. 

4th.  Whether  each  of  such  occupiers  could^be  held  to 
have  duly  paid  the  rate  in  respect  of  such  his  occupa- 
tion, part  of  the  rate  having  been  foregone  in  respect  of 
what  was  empty,  and  the  whole  of  what  was  paid  having 
been  in  fact  paid  by  the  landlord. 

Upon  each  of  the  said  points  I  decide  in  the  affirmr 
alive,  and  retain  the  names  hereunder  written  upon  the 
said  list  of  voters. 

(Here  followed  the  names  of  the  twenty-three  persons 
objected  to.) 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Taamsend  for  the  appellant,  in  Michaelmas  term,  J^^a- 
rxmber  13th.  First,  this  is  not  a  building  within  the 
meaning  of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  stat.  2  W.  4. 
c.  45.  It  is  not  a  building  ejusdem  generis  with  those 
enumerated  in  that  section,  viz.  <^  house,  warehouse, 
counting-house^  or  shop.''  Bratmi  v.  Lord  Granville  (a) 
is  an  authority  to  shew  that  the  words  *^  other  build- 

(a)  10  Bhig.  69. 
D  2 
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1843.        iDg'^are  to  be  constraed  as  including  boildings  only 

II  quidem  generis  with   those  before   specified.      Those 

2:  words  would  apply  to  the  mill  or  factory  described  in 

Tm J>vk  of  the  case,  and  to  any  distinct  or  separate  erection.     But 

here  the  qualification  of  each  claimant  is  only  part  of 
one  floor  of  a  building.    It  is  true  that  a  *^  shop  "  or 
^  counting-house "  may  only  be  a  portion  of  another 
building ;  but  it  is  a  portion  complete  in  itself  and  is  a 
known  and  recognised  qualification.      If  a  part  of  a 
bnildmg  like  that  described  in  the  case  should  be  held 
to  be  within  the  twenty-seventh   section,  there  is  no 
reason  why  a  cellar  or  a  vault  should  not  also  be  in- 
cluded.   It  is  submitted,  however,  that  such  a  construc- 
tion would  carry  the  words  of  the  section  much  farther 
than  was  contemplated  by  the  l^islature.      In  a  valu- 
able work  by  Mr.  Cockbum  (a\  it  is  said,  *'  A  question 
of  still  greater  difficulty  arises  as  to  the  meaning  of  an- 
other of  the  descriptions  of  property  enumerated  in  this 
section,  namely,  the  word  ^  building.'    Indeed,  it  could 
scarcely  have  been  possible  for  the  legislature  to  have 
made  use  of  a  term  more  ambiguous,  or  more  likely  to 
lead  to  varieties  of  construction.     In  the  strict  sense  of 
the  word  almost  every  erection,  however  rude  and  un- 
fashioned,  is  a  building;  but  it  is  quite  obvious  that 
a  limit  must  be  placed  somewhere.     Not  every  stone 
placed  upon  another  can  be  considered  as  sufficient  to 
confer  the  elective  franchise.     The  difficulty,  however, 
is  where  to  draw  the  line ;  and  it  certainly  is  not  easy  to 
adopt  any  criterion  which  will  not  be  liable  to  objection. 
The  decisions,  as  might  naturally  be  expected,  have 
been  conflicting  in  the  extreme.     Some  barristers  have 

(a)  QueOioni  on  SkeUon  Lmw,  p.  37. 
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thought  that,  as  the  words  Mother  building'  in  the  1848. 
statute  immediately  followed  the  more  particular  specifi-  WmoHT 
cation  of  several  species  of  buildings  there  mentioned,  j,  ^  '^iiCTk  rf 
the  meaning  of  the  word  must  be  restricted  to  such  Sxocxvoet. 
buildings  as  were  ejusdem  generis  with  those  previously 
enumerated.  Others,  on  the  other  hand,  have  been  of 
opinion  that,  the  words  of  the  act  being  general,  and 
coupled  with  no  qualification,  whatever  could  fairly 
come  under  the  ordinary  appellation  of  a  building  must 
be  considered  as  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Therefore,  in  the  case  of  cattle-sheds  and  similar  erec- 
tions, upon  evidence  being  given  by  land-surveyors,  or 
other  competent  persons,  that  such  buildings  came  within 
the  denomination  of  *  farm  buildings,'  they  held  them 
to  be  within  the  meaning  of  the  act"  If  it  had  been  in- 
tended that  a  portion  of  a  building  should  confer  the 
franchise,  the  act  would  have  contained  the  words  *^  or 
other  parts  of  a  building."  It  may  readily  be  conceded 
that  if  each  claimant  had  slept  in  his  room,  then,  as  the 
case  discloses  that  each  of  the  parties  has  a  separate 
key,  and  the  doors  open  upon  a  common  staircase,  the 
case  would  fall  within  the  principle  upon  which  it  has 
been  decided  that  chambers  in  the  inns  of  court  con- 
stitute a  good  qualification.  The  room  might  then  be 
considered  as  the  tenant's  dwelling-house.  The  Courts 
have  always  attached  an  artificial  meaning  to  the  word 
'*  house,"  in  indictments  for  burglary,  if  the  occupier 
has  another  residence.  Thus,  in  Rex  v.  Smith  (a),  a 
building  of  mud  and  brick,  used  only  as  a  booth  for 
the  purposes  of  a  country  fair,  for  a  few  days  in  the 
year,  and  in  which  the  prosecutor  and  his  wife  slept 

(a)  1  Moo.  {•  Rob,  256. 
D  S 
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1843.       every  night  of  the  fair,  during  one  night  of  which  the 

Wmght       offence  was  committed,   was  held  to  be  a  sufl^cient 

J[j  dwelling-house  for  the   purpose  of  burglary*     But  a 

Town  Clerk  of  booth  would  hardly  come  within  the  meanini;  of  the 

SrocKroKT.  ^  ° 

words  *^  other  building."  It  is  laid  down  also  by  Lord 
Coke  (a),  in  treating  of  burglary,  that  **  burglary  may 
be  committed  as  well  in  the  outset  buildings^  as  in  the 
inset,  for  all  are  parts  of  the  mansion-house;"  having 
previously  {b)  divided  the  domus  mansicmalis  ^*  into  two 
branches,  viz.  to  inset  edifices,  as  hall,  parler,  buttry, 
kitchen,  and  lodging  chambers,  &c.,  and  the  outset 
buildings,  as  bames,  stables,  cowhouses,  dairies,"  &c. 
In  cases  of  burglary,  an  artificial  meaning  is,  therefore, 
given  to  the  word  **  house,"  for  the  purposes  of  personal 
security ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  such  an  artificial 
construction  should  be  extended  to  cases  where  the 
same  reason  does  not  apply. 

Even,  however,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  each  room  is  a  building,  it  is  submitted,  secondly, 
that  there  is  no  exclusive  occupation  by  each  tenant 
There  is  no  exclusive  use,  by  any  one  of  the  tenants  of 
these  rooms,  of  the  steam-engine,  which  must  be  in«- 
eluded  to  make  up  the  clear  yearly  value  of  10/.  It  is 
the  liberty  of  using  the  steam-engine  which  constitutes 
the  chief  value  of  the  occupation.  The  case  falls,  there* 
fore,  within  the  principle  of  those  decisions  upon  settle- 
ment law,  which  have  established  that  a  licence  to  use 
machinery  does  not  amount  to  the  taking  of  the  tene- 
ment; Bex  V.  Mellor.  {c)  {TindalC.3.  In  that  case, 
the  contract  with  the  landlord  was  for  a  mere  standing- 
place  in  the  mill  for  the  pauper's  carding-machine,  in 

(a)  3  Inst.  65.  (b)  3  Inst.  64. 

(c)  2  JSastt  189.     See  also  JZer  y.  Tardebigg^  I  Eost,  528. 
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order  that  it  might  be  worked  by  the  steam-engine;  1843. 
here,  each  tenant  has  the  exclusive  use  of  the  room  in  wiiioht 
which  his  spinning-machine  is  placed.]     Still,  although  J!; 

the  tenant  has  the  exclusive  use  of  his  own  room,  he  has  Town  Clerk  of 

Stocepokt. 

not  of  the  engine,  the  occupation  of  which  is  joint. 

Thirdly,  the  occupiers  were  not  duly  rated  in  respect 
of  the  premises  occupied.  The  rate  is  made  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Parochial  Assessments  Act,  6  & 
7  W.  4f.  c»  96.  s.  2.,  and  is  deficient  in  some  particulars 
which  are  required  by  the  statute  to  be  inserted.  There 
is  no  sum  charged  as  the  gross  estimated  rental  opposite 
the  name  of  each  individual  occupier ;  but  there  is  only 
a  gross  estimated  rental,  which  is  put  down  at  129^, 
upon  the  whole  factory.  Neither  does  it  appear,  from 
the  rate,  what  each  tenant  is  to  pay.  The  rate,  there* 
fore,  is  bad.  It  is  found  in  the  case  that  the  rents  of 
the  rooms  vary  from  10/.  to  80/.  per  annum,  and  it  is 
important  that  the  gross  value  of  the  tenement  should 
be  put  against  each  person's  name,  to  enable  him, 
if  assessed  unfairly,  to  appeal  against  the  rate.  It  has 
been  held  that,  in  order  to  gain  a  settlement,  a  tenant 
must  be  rated,  as  well  as  pay ;  Rex  v.  Warblington  {a) ; 
Rex  V.  Corkampton.  {b)  Under  the  fifty-first  section  of 
the  Reform  Act,  the  revising  barrister  has  a  right  to  call 
for  the  production  of  this  assessment,  in  order  to  satisfy 
himself  whether  or  not  the  tenement  is  of  the  yearly 
value  of  10/.  If  he  should  do  so,  it  would  not  furnish 
him  with  any  information.  A  printed  form  of  rate  is 
given  in  the  schedule  to  the  Parochial  Assessments  Act, 
in  which  nothing  is  left  blank ;  and  it  is  an  authority, 
therefore,  in  favour  of  the  present  objection.  An  addi- 
tional reason  for  requiring  that   the  form  should  be 

(a)  Burr.  S,  C.  787.  (b)  2  Doug.  G21. 

J)  4- 


40  MICHAELMAS  VACATION, 

184S.        completely  filled  up  is,  that  the  rest  of  the  parishioners 

y^j^^f^^^       are  entitled  to  know  at  what  sum  each  of  the  claimants 

J:  was  assessed,  in  order  that,  if  necessary,  they  may  appeal 

Town  Clerk  of  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  against  the  rate  as  being  un- 

Sn>cEroKT.  ^ 

equal.  The  overseers,  also,  of  the  following  year  would 
have  a  right  to  the  information  which  would  be  thus 
obtained,  in  order  that  they  might  determine  whether 
their  predecessors  had  acted  rightly  in  putting  the  names 
of  the  parties  on  the  rate.  Assuming,  upon  this  part  of 
the  case,  that  each  room  in  the  factory  is  a  distinct 
building,  each  occupier  ought  to  be  separately  rated; 
whereas,  if  rated  at  all,  he  is  rated  in  respect  of  a  joint 
occupation.  It  is  submitted,  also,  that  each  occupier 
has  not  been  duly  rated,  because  there  is  not  on  the 
rate  any  such  description  of  the  premises  occupied  as 
would  inform  a  party  whether  a  voter  had  left  one 
building  and  gone  to  another,  or  not ;  Regina  v.  Dod' 
worth,  (a)  There  is  a  general  description  given  of  the 
whole  mill,  but  not  of  any  one  of  these  separate  build- 
ings occupied  by  the  eighteen  tenants. 

Then,  as  to  the  fourth  point.  The  rate  has  not  been 
duly  paid  by  each  occupier.  The  words  of  the  proviso 
in  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act  are 
express,  that  no  person  shall  be  registered,  ^*  unless 
such  person,  where  such  premises  are  situate  in  any 
parish  or  township  in  which  there  shall  be  a  rate  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  shall  have  been  rated  in  respect  of 
such  premises,  &c. ;  or  unless  such  person  shall  have 
paid,  on  or  before  the  20th  day  of  July  in  such  year,  all 
the  poor's  rates  and  assessed  taxes  which  shall  have  be- 
come payable  from  him  in  respect  of  such  premises  pre- 

(a)  Falc»  i  Fitx.  Elec  Ca.  S76.  note. 
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viously  to  the  6th  day  of  April  then  next  preceding.**  1848. 
Payment  of  rates,  therefore,  by  the  person  rated,  is  wjuoht 
made  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  the  claimant  J!> 

to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  register.     A  question  Town  Clerk  of 

SrocsroET. 

has  been  raised,  whether  a  payment  by  the  landlord  of 
rates,  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  them,  is  a 
su£Bcient  payment  by  the  tenant  to  entitle  him  to  a  set- 
tlement That  question  was  argued  a  day  or  two  ago 
before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  case  of  The 
Queen  v.  SoiUh  Kilvington.  {a)  The  facts  of  the  case 
were,  that  the  pauper  was  let  into  occupation  of  three 
acres  and  three  roods  of  land,  the  landlord  agreeing  to 
pay  **  all  that  came  against  it."  By  reason  of  this 
agreement  of  the  landlord,  the  rent  was  higher  than  it 
otherwise  would  have  been.  The  pauper's  name  was  in 
the  rate-book  as  occupier,  but  when  the  rate  was  de- 
manded, he  referred  the  overseer  to  the  landlord,  who 
paid.  The  Court  held,  that  this  was  not  such  a  pay- 
ment of  rates  as  to  satisfy  the  stat.  S  fF.  4*  3f.  r.  11.  s.  6.» 
or  the  Stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  66*^  and  that  no  settle- 
ment was  gained  thereby.  The  principle  of  that  de- 
cision applies  to  the  present  case.  Even,  however,  if  it 
could  be  considered  that  such  a  payment  by  the  land- 
lord was  a  good  payment  of  rates  by  the  tenant,  the 
whole  of  the  rate  ought  to  have  been  paid,  whereas  it 
is  found  in  the  case  that  part  was  foregone  in  respect  of 
what  was  empty.  Mr.  Elliott^  in  his  treatise  on  RegiS" 
traiion  (i),  says,  *^  It  has  generally  been  considered  that 
the  whole  of  the  sum  at  which  a  party  has  been  assessed 
in  any  rate  must  be  paid.  If,  therefore,  there  has  been 
a  remission  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  rate,  either 

(a)  13  Lam  Jowmtd^  N.  S.  M.  C.S,\  (6)  8d  ed.  194. 
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1843.        t>y  ^^^  overseers  or  by  the  magistrates,  under  the  pro- 
"    Z       ""^  visions  of  the  stat.  54?  G.  3.  c.  170.  5.  11.,  the  party  so 

W  H IGHT 

The         excused  would  not  be  entitled  to  be  refi^istered,  assess- 

Town  Clerk  of  .... 

Stockport,  ment  and  payment  being  conditions  imposed  by  the 
statute,  in  compliance  with  which  alone  a  person  is  en- 
titled to  the  franchise."  The  whole  mill  being  rated,  it 
is  submitted  that  as  long  as  any  part  of  it  is  occupied 
the  whole  rate  is  to  be  collected;  and,  consequently, 
there  has  not  been  such  a  payment  of  rates  as  the 
statute  requires. 

fVekh/j  for  the  respondent.  None  of  the  objections 
which  have  been  urged  are  tenable.  In  the  first  place, 
each  room  is  a  building  within  the  twenty-seventh  sec- 
tion of  the  Reform  Act  It  is  quite  clear  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  confer  a  vote  in  respect  of 
portions  of  a  house ;  for  a  *^  warehouse,  counting-house, 
and  shop,"  which  are  parts  only  of  a  building,  are  ex- 
pressly specified.  A  building  ejusdem  generis  with  some 
of  them  would  mean  some  building  in  which  the  party 
carries  on  a  visible  trade,  and  the  occupation  of  which 
gives  him  an  interest  in  the  concerns  of  the  borough. 
Cattle-sheds  would  not,  it  may  be  admitted,  confer  m 
vote ;  but  a  room  in  a  mill,  or  any  other  portion  of  such 
a  building,  does  satisfy  the  words  of  the  clause.  The 
case  of  Brcywn  v.  Lord  Granville  (a),  which  has  been 
cited  on  the  other  side,  is  a  strong  authority  in  favour 
of  the  respondent.  There  the  question  was,  whether 
sheds  which  protected  engines  for  the  convenient  work- 
ing of  a  mine  were  within  the  provisions  of  a  watching 
and  lighting  act,  which  authorised  the  commissioners  to 
make  a  rate  upon  all  persons  inhabiting,  using,  or  oc- 

(a)  10  Bing.  69. 
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capying  any  houses,  shops,  millsi  sheds,  or  other  buUd^  JS4S. 
imp  or  tenements  i^ithin  the  township.  It  was  contended  yf^Q^ 
that  they  were  exempt  as  bemg  merely  accessorial  to  the  J^ 

engines:  but,  in  giving  judgment,  Tindal  C.  J.  said  (a),  "''^I^^**'^  °^ 
'*  The  word  '  shed,'  perhaps,  might  be  sufficient  to  au- 
thorise the  rate,  as  constituting  a  covering  to  something 
wttbin  the  township ;  but  if  not,  the  words  ^  other  build* 
ings'  constitute  namen  generalissimwn,  which  will  include 
the  structure  in  question.''  If,  where  a  tax  is  to  be  im- 
posed, an  act  of  parliament  receives  so  extensive  a  con* 
stniction,  the  construction  ought  not  to  be  narrowed 
where  a  franchise  is  conferred* 

The  second  point  is,  whether  each  party  has  the  exclu* 
sive  occupation  of  his  room.  It  is  found  in  the  case  that  he 
has  such  an  exclusive  occupation.    It  has  been  said  that 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  one  of  the  occupiers  has  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  steam-engine ;  but  there  is  nothing 
in  the  case  to  shew  that  the  engine  is  in  the  mill  at  alL 
Eveiy  one  of  the  parties  who  have  the  exclusive  use 
and  occupation  of  these  rooms  has  a  power  supplied  to 
him ;  but  that  is  all.    The  question  respecting  the  steam- 
engine  can  only  affect  the  value  of  the  premises,  which 
is  not  in  issue. 

Thirdly,  has  there  been  a  sufficient  rating  of  the  oc- 
cupiers for  the  purposes  of  registration  ?  The  question 
submitted  to  the  Court  in  the  case  is,  whether  the  occu- 
piers were  **  duly  rated  ;**  but  the  real  point  is,  whether 
they  are  sufficiently  rated  for  the  purposes  of  the  Reform 
Act.  It  is  conceded  that  the  rate  is  not  quite  formal, 
and  that  it  could  not  be  sustained  upon  an  appeal  to  the 
quarter  sessions.     It  is  apprehended,  however,  that  the 

(a)  10  JSing.  73. 
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1843.        intention  of  the  act  has  been  satisfied,  if  the  name  of 

Yft^gQ„       ^^^  occupier  appears  on  the  face  of  the  rate.    Primd 

JJ*  facie^  the  occupier  is  liable.     JBcr  v.  Corhampimi  (a)  is 

Town  cietfc  of  an  authority  for  the  respondent     In  that  case,  Lord 

Mansfield  held,  that  the  objection  to  the  insufficiency  of 
the  rating  could  not  be  taken,  as  the  pauper's  name  had 
been  inserted  in  the  rate,  and  the  payment  of  such  rate 
had  been  made  to  the  overseer;  and  the  decision  in 
Bex  y.  Warblington  {b)  is  explained  to  have  proceeded 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  in  the  rating  and  payment  All 
that  a  party  can  do,  whose  name  has  been  improperly 
omitted  from  the  rate,  is  to  send  in  a  claim  to  the  over- 
seer to  have  it  inserted,  under  the  thirtieth  section  of  the 
Reform  Act  It  never  could  have  been  intended,  there- 
fore, that  the  voter  should  be  disfranchbed,  because  all 
the  formalities  required  to  make  a  legal  rate  had  not 
been  observed.  With  respect  to  the  Parochial  Assess- 
ments Act,  it  has  been  decided  by  the  Court  of  Queen*s 
Bench,  that  the  act  applies  only  where  the  declaration 
at  the  foot  of  the  form  given  in  the  schedule  is  not 
signed  by  the  parish  officers ;  not  where  the  particulars 
prescribed  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  second  section  are 
deviated  from.  Tlie  Queen  v.  Fordham.  {c)  In  that  case 
the  rate  had  all  the  vices  which  a  rate  could  have,  and 
yet  it  was  held  that  it  did  not  come  within  the  purview  of 
the  statute  in  question.  As  to  the  fifty-first  section  of  the 
Reform  Act,  that  is  virtually  repealed  by  the  sixteenth 
section  of  the  recent  statute,  6  Vict.  c.  18.  The  over- 
seers and  the  revising  barrister  have  no  longer  the  ex- 
clusive right  of  requiring  an  inspection  of  the  rate-books, 
in  order  to  see  whether  the  occupier  is  rated;  but  every 

(a)  8  Doug,  6S1.  (6)  Burr.  SeU.  Co,  787. 

(c)  llJtL^  EIL  73. 
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registered  elector  or  claimant  may  inspect  them.     By        1843. 
the  eighty-first  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.   c.  18.  the       "Z 
questions  which  may  be  put  to  the  voter  at  the  poll  are  ^* 

The 

now  reduced  to  two,  viz.  whether  the  voter  is  the  same  Town  clerk  of 

person  whose  name  appears  on  the  register,  and  whether 

he  has  already  voted^     Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  is 

sabmitted,  that  the  question  is  not  whether  the  parties 

were  "duly^  rated,  but  whether  they  are  sufficiently 

nted  for  the  purpose  of  identification,  just  as  in  the 

case  of  an  assessment  to  the  land-tax  before  the  Reform 

Act  passed. 

Lastly,  it  is  apprehended  that  there  has  been  a  suf- 
ficient payment  of  rates  by  each  of  the  occupiers.  Un- 
doubtedly, in  The  Queen  v.  South  Kilvington  (a),  it  was 
held  that  a  payment  of  the  tenant's  rates  through  the 
medium  of  the  landlord  was  not  sufficient  to  enable  the 
pauper  thereby  to  gain  a  settlement ;  but  that  case  was 
decided  on  the  authority  of  Rex  v.  Weobley  (i),  which  is 
distinguishable  from  the  present,  because  here  the  pay- 
ment was  made  by  the  hands  of  the  landlord  as  the 
agent  of  the  tenant  Rex  v.  Axmouth  {c)  comes  nearer 
to  the  present  case.  Lord  Ellenborougk  there  said, 
**  The  case  of  The  King  v.  Weobley  was  distinguished 
from  the  other  cases  by  Lord  KenyoUi  because  there  the 
officer  did  not  pay  the  tax  mediately  or  immediately; 
and,  as  he  says  afterwards,  because  the  pauper  neither 
in  fact  paid  the  rate  himself,  nor  constructively  by  the 
hands  of  his  agent."  (cQ  In  Rogers  on  Elections  {e)  it  is 
said,  '^  A  question  has  often  arben,  whether  the  pay- 
ment of  rates  by  the  landlord,  by  an  arrangement  be- 

(a)  IS  LawJowmalt  N.  S.  M.  C,  3.  (6)  2  JSati,  68. 

(c)  8  Siutf  383.  id)  8  i?aff,  386. 

(0  Sd  cd.  158.  €th  ed.  191. 
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1843.        tween  him  and  his  tenant,  the  latter  being  the  party 

Wjugbt       rated,  that  he  should  pay  an  additional  rent  in   re- 

^^  spect  of  the  landlord  paying  the  rates,  or  adding  the 

Town  Clerk  ofj  amount  of  the  rates  to  the  rent  in  order  to  reimburse 

SsocxroAT. 

the  landlord,  is  a  sufiBcient  payment  by  the  tenant 
under  sect.  27.  It  would  certainly  seem  to  be  so :  in 
such  a  case  the  debt  is  the  debt  of  the  tenant,  and  the 
parish  has  no  remedy  against  any  but  him:  whoever, 
therefore,  pays  the  rate,  by  so  doing  discharges  the  debt 
due  from  the  tenant;  it  is  therefore  a  payment  for  the 
benefit  of  the  tenant"  Rex  v.  Bridgewater  (a),  B£x  ▼• 
Ixmer  Hetjford  (i),  and  Tiex  v.  Cozens  (c)  referred  to  in 
Elliott  on  Registration  (d)^  are  all  authorities  to  shew 
that  the  rate  need  not  be  paid  by  the  hand  of  the  tenant. 
The  fact  of  part  of  the  rate  being  forborne,  in  respect  of 
what  was  empty,  shews  that  in  fact,  although  not  in 
form,  each  of  the  tenants  was  rated  in  respect  of  his 
separate  occupation,  and  that  the  whole,  therefore,  has 
been  paid  by  each  occupier. 

Totamsend  replied. 

Halcombe  Serjt,  amicus  curiae  referred  to  6  Vict. 
e.  18.  s.  75. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  first  question  submitted  for  our 
decision  by  the  revising  barrister  is,  whether  each  of  the 
rooms  or  floors  described  in  the  case  was  such  a  build" 


(a)  S  r.  B.  550.  •  (*)  1  B,  §•  Adai.  75. 

(c)  Doug.  426.  (d)  2d  ed.  193. 
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higoSf  under  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  ^^  Act        1843. 

to  amend  the  representation  of  the  people  in  England       ^ 

and  WaleSf*  would  confer  the  right  of  voting  upon  its  ^* 

occupier  ?    And  we  are  of  opinion  that  each  of  the  Town  Clerk  of 

rooms  held  in  the  manner  described  in  the  case  was 

such  a  building  as  to  confer  the  right  of  voting  upon  its 

occDpier.    It  is  called  in  the  case  *^  a  room ;"  it  is  de« 

scribed  as  a  distinct  or  separate  portion  of  the  factory ; 

etth  tenant  is  stated  to  have  the  exclusive  use  of  his 

own  room,  and  the  key  to  the  door  thereof*     And  we 

think  such  a  description,  and  such  a  mode  of  occupation, 

hrings  it  as  much  within   the  meaning  of  the  word 

**  building "  as  is  a  shop  or  counting-house,  which  are 

expressly  specified  in  the  act 

The  second  question  is,  whether  there  was  an  ex- 
clusive occupation  in  each  such  tenant,  as  required  by 
the  same  clause?  And  to  this  question  we  answer,  that 
the  finding  of  the  revising  barrister  in  the  case  to  which 
we  before  adverted  appears  to  us  to  put  an  end  to  any 
doubt  on  the  point ;  for  the  case  finds  that  *^  each 
tenant  has  the  exclusive  use  of  his  room,  8pd  the  key  of 
the  door  thereof."  And  it  does  not  appear  to  us  that 
the  landlord's  engagement  to  supply  a  steam-power 
communicating  with  each  room,  in  order  that  the  tenant 
may  work  his  own  machine  therewith,  makes  the  occu- 
pation of  the  room  itself  by  the  tenant  less  exclusive 
than  if  there  had  been  no  such  engagement  It  seems 
to  have  no  further  bearing  on  the  question  of  exclusive 
occupation  than  if  the  landlord  had,  by  the  agreement  for 
the  taking,  contracted  to  furnish  manuftl  labour  for  the 
service  of  the  occupiers  in  their  trade  or  business  car- 
ried on  in  each  separate  room,  or  had  contracted  to 
provide  a  light  in  such  a  situation  that  it  would  illumi- 
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1843.        nate  equally  all  the  rooms  ;  observing  that,  in  the  state- 
yf^^^^       ment  before  us,  no  question  is  raised  as  to  the  sufficiency 
J:  of  the  annual  value  of  the  room  itself,  without  the  steam- 

Town  Clerk  of  power,  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  a  vote,  whatever 

Stockjpo&t. 

bearing  it  might  have  upon  the  case. 

The  third  question  submitted  to  us  is,  whether  each 
of  such  occupiers  was  duly  rated  in  respect  of  such 
premises  occupied  by  him  ?  In  answer  to  which  ques- 
tion, it  is  in  the  first  place  to  be  observed  that  all  that 
the  act  requires  is,  that  the  person  claiming  the  right  to 
vote  **  shall  have  been  rated  in  respect  of  such  premises 
to  all  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor ;"  the  object  of  this 
provision  in  the  act  appearing  to  be,  that  additional  evi- 
dence should  be  thereby  furnished  of  the  actual  occu- 
pation by  the  claimant  during  the  twelve  months  made 
necessary  by  the  act.'  And,  with  this  object  in  view,  we 
think  it  never  could  have  been  intended  by  the  legis- 
lature that  the  rate,  in  order  to  be  sufficient  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act,  must  be  so  perfect  in  point  of  form 
that  it  must  be  free  from  every  objection  which  might 
be  allowed  fp  prevail  against  it  in  an  appeal  at  the 
quarter  sessions.  Such  a  construction  of  the  statute 
would  place  the  vote  of  the  claimant  in  extreme  hazard 
from  the  ignorance  or  carelessness  of  the  overseer ;  for 
the  statute  has  given  the  claimant  himself  no  power  to 
correct  or  control  any  error  in  the  rate,  but  has  limited 
his  application  to  the  overseer,  by  sect.  30.,  to  *^  a  claim 
to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor;"  and  in  the 
same  section  has  required  no  more  from  the  overseer 
than  to  **  put  the  name  of  the  occupier  on  the  rate  for 
the  time  being."  The  claimant,  therefore,  has  no 
opportunity  of  rectifying  any  error  as  to  the  particulars 
of  the  rate,  except  by  an  appeal  to  the  quarter  sessions, 
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for  which  the  time  might  not  be  sufficient ;  and  the  ex*  1843. 
pense  would  be  great.  We  think,  therefore,  if  the  rate  ^^^^^ 
is  in  such  form  that  the  name  of  the  occupier  appears,  J> 

the  premises  for  which  he  is  rated,  the  rateable  value  Town  Clerk  of 

Stockfoet. 

thereof,  and  the  amount  of  the  rate,  it  is  a  sufficient 
rate  within  the  intention  of  the  act.     And,  looking  at 
the  rate  now  in  question,  it  appears  that  all  the  persons 
who  are  claimants  are  jointly  rated  by  their  respective 
names.     And  as  they  are  rated  for  premises  which  are 
therein    described    as    ^*  factory,    warehouse,    steam- 
engine,   steam-pipes,  gearing  and   shafting,   and  gas- 
pipes,"  and   it   appears  by  the  case  that  the  factory 
comprehends  all  the  rooms  which  are  occupied  by  each 
of  the  claimants  respectively,  each  claimant,  being  rated 
for  the  whole  factory,  is  rated  for  that  part  of  it  which 
he  occupies  himself.     And  as  to  the  annual  value  of  the 
property,  it  is  stated  expressly  in  the  rate,  as  is  also 
the  amount  of  the   rate  itsel£     We  think,  therefore, 
that  each  occupier  is  rated  in  respect  of  the  premises 
occupied  by  him,  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 

The  fourth  question  submitted  by  the  revising  bar- 
rister is,  whether  each  such  occupier  can  be  held  to 
have  duly  paid  the  said  rate  in  respect  of  such  his  oc- 
cupation, part  of  the  rate  having  been  foregone  in 
respect  of  what  was  empty,  and  the  whole  of  what  was 
paid  having  been  in  fact  paid  by  the  landlord  ?  From 
the  statement  in  the  case,  it  appears  that  the  whole  of 
the  rate,  with  the  exception  of  what  was  allowed  for  the 
portions  which  were  empty,  was  actually  paid  by  the 
Undlord ;  so  that  the  rate  must-  have  been  paid  for 
every  part  of  the  premises  that  was  in  the  actual  occu- 
pation of  any  one;  and  the  real  question  does  not  arise 
upon  the  non-payment  of  the  rate,  but  upon  the  pay- 

VOL.  I.  E 
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184S.        ment  thereof  by  the  landlord  under  an  agreement  with 

WwoBT       ^^®  tenant.     This  latter  question  has  accordingly  been 

r^         argued  before  us,  and  many  decisions  of  the  Court  of 

^Smc^^^  ^^  Queen's  Bench  have  been  brought  in  review,  in  which 

the  question  has  been,  whether  a  settlement  has  been 
gained  by  paying  the  public  taxes  or  levies  of  the 
parish,  in  cases  where  the  tenant  has  been  rated,  but 
the  rate  has  been  paid  by  the  landlord.  It  appears, 
however,  to  us,  to  be  unnecessary  to  consider  the  analogy 
which  those  cases  may  bear  to  that  which  is  now  under 
consideration,  inasmuch  as  there  is  one  circumstance  in 
the  present,  case  which  essentially  distinguishes  it  from 
those  cited.  For,  in  the  case  now  under  consideration, 
all  the  claimants  are  rated  as  joint  occupiers,  and  the 
rate  is  paid  by  two  of  them :  not  by  one  who  is  a  stranger 
to  the  rate,  as  the  landlord  in  the  cases  referred  to 
always  was;  and  we  think  it  impossible  to  contend 
that,  after  a  payment  of  the  whole  rate  by  any  of  the 
parties  so  jointly  rated,  the  fact  of  payment  by  each  and 
every  of  them  can  be  brought  in  question ;  but  that  such 
payment  by  any  of  the  parties  so  jointly  rated,  must 
enure  to  the  benefit  of  all,  and  is  virtually  a  payment 
by  each.  We  therefore  think  the  persons  rated  have 
paid  the  poor-rate  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ; 
and  determine  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 


was  right. 


Decision  affirmed. 
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1843. 


Hughes,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of  Cha-    J^^cember  e. 

TEAM,  Respondents. 

(In  the  Matter  of  the  Votes  of  James  Burton 

and  Seven  Others.) 

Same  v.  Same. 

(In  the  Matter  of  the  Votes  of  Charles  Alex- 
ander Parker,  and  Six  Others.) 

Same  v.  Same. 

(In  the  Matter  of  the  Votes  of  William  Brock 

and  Two  Others.) 

Same  v.  Same. 

(In  the  Matter  of  the  Votes  of  Thomas  Smith 

and  Two  Others.) 


HESE  were  consolidated  appeals  from  the  decisions  An  officer  in 

^  the  senrice  of 


T 

of  John  David  Chambers,  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  goyernment, 

ft  ,  too  occupying,  as 

■or  the  borough  of  Chatham,  who  stated  the  facts  of  such,  rent  free, 

^  L  r  ti  *  house  (no 

each  case  as  toilows : —  part  of  which 

is  used  for 
public  pur- 

James  Burton's  case.— The  party  objected  to  occupied  ^^^1^: 
a  house  in  the  dockyard  of  Chatham,  of  the  value  of  ™*"^  *"  Pf^ 

''  '  remuneration 

WL  per  annum,  from  July  1835  to  September  18^2,  for  his  services, 

is  a  "tenant'* 

when   he   removed    to   a  house   in   Milton's    Terrace,  of  such  house, 

within  the 
twenty-seventh 
section  of  the  Reform  Act, 
Such  a  tenant  being  rated  for  the  above  premises,  the  rates  being  paid  by  government,  in 
put  remuneration  for  the  tenant's  services :  Held^  that  as  he  was  liable,  and  the  payment 
«ai  made  on  his  account,  by  those  whom  he  procured  to  make  such  payment  by  giving 
value  for  it,  the  payment  waa  made  by  him,  within  the  meaning  of  2  W,  4.  c.  45*  «.  27.  and 
6  f^t.  c  18.  «.  75. 

E  2 
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184S.        Chatham^  about  a  mile  from  the   dockyard,  where  he 
HuGHo       ^^^  resides.     The  house  in  Milton's  Terrace  he  hires 
_    J^*  of  the  landlord  in  the  usual  manner,  and  pays  a  rent 

of  Chatham,  of  50/.  per  annum,  and  is  rated  for  it ;  and  pays  such 
rates  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  no  question  arises  in 
respect  of  such  house.  With  regard  to  the  house  in 
the  dockyard,  it  belongs  to  the  Lords  O)mmissioners 
of  the  Admiralty.  The  person  objected  to  is  master 
rope-maker  in  the  dockyard,  and,  as  such,  he  had  the 
bouse  as  his  residence.  He  paid  no  rent  in  money  for 
it,  but  bad  it  as  part  remuneration  for  his  services. 
^  He  had  the  exclusive  use  and  occupation  of  the  house 
for  himself  and  family,  and  np  part  of  it  was  used  for 
public  purposes:  the  office  in  which  he  performs  his 
public  services  being  away  from  it.  He  had  the  keys 
of  all  the  doors,  and  no  person  but  himself  had  any  con- 
trol over  the  house.  He  was  rated  to  all  the  poor- 
rates  and  assessed  taxes  in  respect  of*  the  house  in  his 
own  name  as  the  occupier.  Such  rates  and  taxes  were 
paid  by  the  paymaster  general's  clerk,  at  the  pay  office 
at  Chatham.  They  were  so  paid  as  part  remuneration 
for  his  services.  If  he  had  not  been  allowed  the  house, 
he  would  have  had  an  allowance  for  a  house  in  addition 
to  his  salary;  and  now  that  he  has  not  a  house  in  the 
dockyard,  he  is  allowed  one  guinea  per  week  by  the 
Admiralty  in  lieu  of  rent  and  rates,  under  the  name  of 
**  lodging  money."  If  he  had  paid  the  poor  rales 
himself,  in  respect  of  the  house  in  the  dockyard,  instead 
of  having  them  paid  for  him,  as  above,  the  Admiralty 
would  have  repaid  him. 

CAarto  Alexander  Parker's  case.— The  party  objected 
to  occupied  the  house  during  the  qualifying  period. 
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The  annual  value  of  the  house  is  much  more  than  10/.  1843. 
He  is  Lieutenant  and  Quartermaster  of  Marines  at  hvques 
Chatham.     The  house  belongs  to  the  Lords  Commis-    _.   J^' 

°  The  Overseers 

sioners  of  the  Admiralty,  who  give  it  him  for  a  resid-  ^^  Chatham. 
ence.  He  pays  no  rent  in  money  for  the  house ;  but 
has  it  in  part  remuneration  for  his  services  as  Quarter- 
m^ter.  He  has  the  exchisive  use  and  occupation  of 
the  house  for  himself  and  his  family ;  and  no  part  of  it 
is  used  for  public  purposes,  the  office  in  which  he  per- 
forms his  public  services  being  away  from  it.  He  has 
the  keys  of  all  the  doors,  and  no  person  but  himself  has 

• 

any  control  over  the  house.     The  house  is  within  the 
walls  of  the  barracks,  and  he  has  one  way  into  the  bar- 
racks, and  another  into  the  street,  without  going  into 
the  barracks.     He  is  rated  to  all  the  poor-rates  and 
assessed  taxes  for  the  qualifying  period  in  his  own  name, 
as  the  occupier  of  the  house.     The  poor-rates  and  taxes 
in  respect  of  the  bouse  are  paid  by  the  barrack  master 
of  the  marine  barracks  at  the  pay  office  at  Chatham. 
Such  rates  are  so  paid  as  part  remuneration  for  his  ser- 
vices; and  if  he  were  not  allowed  the  house,  he  would 
have  an  allowance  for  a  house  in  addition  to  his  present 
remuneration ;  and  if  he  paid  the  rates  himself  he  would 
have  a  proportionate  increase  of  pay.     Officers  are  fre- 
quently obliged   to  reside  out  of  government  houses, 
from  the  want  of  a  sufficient  number  of  such  houses  at 
Chatham^  and  in  all  such  cases  an  allowance  is  made  to 
them  by  the  Admiralty  for  rent  and  rates,  under  the 
name  of  **  lodging  money."     He  is  not  compelled  to 
live  in  the  house,  but  is  at  full  liberty  to  reside  else- 
where if  he  chooses ;  but  in  such  case,  unless  he  did  so 
at  the  request  of  the  Admiralty,  he  would  have  no  al- 
lowance made  to  him  for  lodging  money* 

E  3 
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IS^S.  William  Erodes  case.  —  The  party  objected  to  occu- 

^^^^^       pied  a  house  on  Chatham  Lines,  of  the  value  of  20/.  per 

^    ^^*  annum,  thirty-nine  years  to  the  present  time.     It  be- 

The  Overseers  ^  J  ^  r 

of  Chatham,  longs  to  the  Board  of  Ordnance.  He  is  clerk  of  the 
works  in  the  engineer  department,  and  has  the  house 
as  his  residence.  He  pays  no  rent  in  money  for  it, 
but  has  it  as  part  remuneration  for  his  services,  by  an 
agreement  when  he  entered  the  service.  He  has  the 
exclusive  use  and  occupation  of  the  house  for  himself 
and  &mily,  and  no  part  of  it  is  used  for  public  pur- 
poses ;  the  office  in  which  he  performs  his  public  ser- 
vice being  away  from  it.  He  has  the  keys  of  all  the 
doors,  and  no  person  but  himself  has  any  control  over 
the  house.  He  is  rated  to  all  the  poor-rates  and  as- 
sessed taxes  in  respect  of  the  house,  in  his  name,  as  the 
occupier.  Such  rates  and  taxes  are  paid  by  the  store- 
keeper at  the  Ordnance  pay  office  at  Chatham.  They 
were  so  paid  as  part  remuneration  for  his  services,  in 
the  same  way  as  he  has  the  occupation  of  his  house. 
If  he  had  not  been  allowed  a  house,  he  would  have  re- 
ceived a  larger  remuneration  in  money  for  his  services ; 
and  if  he  paid  his  rates  himself,  instead  of  their  being 
paid  for  him,  as  above,  he  would  be  repaid  them  by  the 
Board  of  Ordnance.  The  house  stands  by  itself,  and  is 
not  within  the  walls  of  any  public  establishment. 

Thomas  Smithes  case.  —  The  party  objected  to  oc- 
cupied a  house  in  Chatham  barracks,  of  more  than  the 
value  of  20/.  per  annum,  during  the  qualifying  period. 
It  belongs  to  the  Board  of  Ordnance.  He  is  Barrack 
Master  to  Chatham  hELvrBcks^  and,  as  such,  has  the 
house  as  his  residence.  He  pays  no  rent  in  money  for 
it;  but  has  it  as  part  remuneration  for  his  services.     He 
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has  the  exclusive  use  and  occupation  of  the  house  for        IS^S* 

himself  and  family,  and  no  part  of  it  is  used  for  public       uoomT^ 

purposes ;  the  office  in  which  he  performs  his  public         J^* 

services  being  away  from  it.     He  has  the  keys  of  all  the    of  Chatham. 

doors,  and  no  person  but  himself  has  any  control  over 

the  house.     The  house  is  within  the  barracks ;  but  he 

has  an  entrance  to  it  from  the  street,  without  going  into 

the  barracks.     The  office  used  for  public  purposes  is 

not  rated  to  the  poor.     He  is  rated  to  all  the  poor-rates 

and  assessed  taxes  in  respect  to  the  house,  in  his  own 

name,  as  the  occupier ;  and  pays  such  rates  and  taxes 

himself  and  charges  them  in  his  account  with  the  Board 

of  Ordnance,  who  allow  them  to  him  in  such  account. 

If  he  had  not  been  allowed  the  house,  he  would  have 

received  a  larger  remuneration  in  money  for  his  services. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  revising  barrister  disallowed  the 
objections  in  each  case,  and  retained  the  names  of  the 
parties  objected  to  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
of  Chatham  ;  deciding  that  each  of  the  said  parties  oc- 
cupied, within  the  borough  of  Chatham^  as  tenant,  a 
house  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  10/. ; 
and  had  duly  paid  all  the  poor-rates  and  assessed  taxes 
which  had  become  payable  from  him  in  respect  of  such 
preoiises  previously  to  the  6th  day  of  Ajfril  then  next 
preceding. 

Burtorfs  case  was  argued  by 

Kinglake^  for  the  appellant,  in  Michaelmas  term,  ^0- 
vewiber  ISth  and  1 6th. — The  first  question  is,  whether 
the  voter  occupied  the  house  in  the  dockyard  at 
Chatham  as  tenant^  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty- 
seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act ;  or,  in  other  words, 
whether  it  appears  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  that 

E  4f 
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1843.        the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  subsisted  between 

„  the   Lords   Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty  and  the 

^'  voter.     It  is  submitted  that  there  are  no  premises  from 

The  Ovcneen 

of  CuATBAM.  which  the  conclusion  can  be  drawn  that  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  did  exist  The  appellant  contends 
that  the  house  was  occupied  by  Burton  as  the  servant  of 
the  Crown,  and  that  he  lived  in  the  house  for  the  better 
performance  of  his  service  as  an  officer  of  the  govern- 
ment. He  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  to  occupy  as 
tenant.  The  revising  barrister  is  mistaken  in  supposing 
that,  inasmuch  as  no  part  of  the  public  business  was 
transacted  in  that  house,  the  voter  did  not  occupy  it  in 
his  character  of  a  public  servant  In  cases  of  settle- 
ment law,  arising  under  the  statute  of  JS  &  14  Car.  2. 
c.  12.,  it  has  been  held  that  persons  occupying  houses 
provided  by  their  masters  for  the  better  performance  of 
their  service  in  another  place,  do  not  occupy  as  tenants^ 
and  therefore  do  not  gain  a  settlement  by  such  an 
occupation.  In  Bex  v.  Minster  [a)  the  pauper  was  hired 
as  a  bailiff  by  one  Parker ^  and  part  of  the  agreement 
between  them  was,  that  his  master  was  to  find  him  a 
house,  and  was  either  to  furnish  him  with  two  cows,  or 
the  pauper  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  hire  two,  and  feed 
them  on  his  master's  farm.  The  pauper  served  three 
years  under  the  agreement,  and  lived  with  his  family  in 
his  master's  house,  and  hired  two  cows,  which  fed 
during  the  summer  in  the  pastures  of  his  master.  It 
was  held  that  by  the  feeding  of  the  cows,  which  was 
above  the  yearly  value  of  10/.,  the  pauper  acquired  a 
settlement ;  but  Le  Blanc  C.  J.  said  {b\  <<  In  this  case, 
if  the  pauper's  occupation  of  the  tenement  was  neces- 

(a)  3  Af.  J-  &  276.  (6)  R.  280. 
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sarily  connected  with  the  service  of  the  master,  as  in  the  1843. 
case  of  occupying  apartments  in  the  house  of  the  roaster,  nij^^n 
I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  that  would  JJ^- 

not  have  conferred  a  settlement^  although  of  a  greater    of  Chatham. 
yearly  value  than  10/.,  because  the  occupation  would 
have  been  necessary  for  the  performance  of  the  service, 
for  which  the  master  might  allot  what  apartments  be 
pleased."     So,  in  Rex  v.  Bardwell  (a),  where  the  pauper 
was  hired  for  a  year  as  shepherd,  and  was  to  have  a 
house  and  garden  rent  free,  Bayley  J.,  after  remarking 
that  the  case  of  Rex  v.  Minster  was  open  to  much  ob- 
servation, said  {b\  <^  The  house  and  garden  being  merely 
for  the  more  convenient  performance  of  the  pauper's 
service  as  shepherd,  must  be  laid  out  of  consideration ; 
he  did  not  occupy  them  as  a  tenant,  but  as  a  servant. 
The  statute   13  &   14  Corr.  2.  c.  12.   requires    that  the 
party  should  come  to  settle  in  the  tenement :  now  that 
means  to  reside.     Here  the  pauper  had  no  residence 
but  in  the  character  of  a  servant;  the  house  continued 
the  master's,  and  the  pauper  was,  with  respect  to  this 
point,  in  the  same  situation  as  if  he  had  lived  in  a  room 
iu  his  master's  house."     And,  in  Rex  v.  Kelstem  (c), 
the  same  learned  Judge  observed  (</),  ^^  I  take  the  dis- 
tmetion  as  laid  down  in  Rex  v.  Minster  to  be  this,  that 
if'tlie  occupation  be  unconnected  with  the  service,  it 
will  confer  a  settlement ;  but  if  it  be  necessarily  con- 
nected with  the  service,  as  if  it  be  necessary  for  the  due 
performance  of  the  service,  it  shall  not  confer  a  settle- 
ment."     Rex  v.  Cheshtmt  (e)  is  also  a  strong  authority 
in  &vour  of  the  appellant.     There,  a  pauper  employed 

(a)  2  P.  I-  C.  161.  (6)  2B.iC.  163. 

(c)  5M.i  S.  136.  (d)  5M.i  S.  138. 

(O  I  B^ffAUL  473. 
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1843.  as  a  labourer  by  the  Board  of  Ordnance,  having  pre- 
HuGHis  viously  occupied  a  house  at  an  annual  rent  of  7/.,  which 
The  Overseen  ^®*  ^^^^  purchased  by  the  Board,  still  continued  to 
of  CuATUAM.  reside  in  part  of  the  premises,  at  a  weekly  rent  of  2j,, 
which  was  deducted  out  of  his  wages.  During  such 
last  occupation  he  also  occupied  a  shop  (the  shop  and 
house  together  being  of  the  annual  value  of  10/.),  and 
upon  his  dismissal  from  his  employment  he  gave  up 
possession  of  the  house,  being  required  to  do  so.  The 
Court  held,  that  his  last  occupation  of  the  house  was 
not  as  tenant,  but  as  servant,  and  that  no  settlement  was 
thereby  gained.  That  case  cannot  be  distinguished 
from  the  present.  It  is  found  by  the  revising  barrister 
that  **  the  person  objected  to  is  master  ropemaker  in 
the  dockyard,  and,  as  such,  he  had  the  house  as  his 
residence."  The  occupation  of  Burton^  therefore, 
is  as  servant,  not  as  tenant.  Upon  these  cases  alone, 
it  is  submitted  the  appellant  would  be  entitled  to  the 
judgment  of  the  Court ;  but  there  are  other  authorities 
still  more  in  point.  In  Ferrates  Case  {a)  the  claimant 
was  a  book-keeper  to  a  distillery,  and  exclusively  occu« 
pied  an  entire  house,  the  property  of  his  employers, 
which  communicated  through  a  door  by  a  private  pas* 
sage  outside,  but  not  in  front,  into  the  distillery  yard, 
besides  having  a  hall-door  to  the  street.  The  claimant 
exclusively  kept  the  keys  of  both  these  doors ;  his  em- 
ployers kept  the  house  in  repair  and  paid  the  taxes,  and 
it  appeared  that  if  the  claimant  ceased  to  be  book- 
keeper he  would  have  to  give  up  the  possession  at  once. 
Eleven  Judges  held  unanimously  that  the  claimant  was 
not  entitled  to  be  registered  as  a  householder.     Here, 

(a)  Ale.  R,  a  248.,  EUioU  on  RegislratUm,  Sd  ed.  169. 
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the  cose  expressly  finds  that  Burton  occupied  as  master        1843. 
ropemaker;  he  bad  the  residence,  therefore,  only  in        huohm 
respect  of  his  particular  employment ;  and  his  occupa-    r^^^  Oveneer* 
tion  would  have  determined  the  moment  he  ceased  to     ^  Chatham. 
be  so  employed.      Again,   in   Rex  v.  Snape(a\   the 
pauper  was  hired  by  one  Dawson  to  take  care  of  his 
stock  on  certain  marshes,  and  he  was  to  occupy  a  house 
on  the  marshes  rent  free.     He  was  to  go  into  the  house 
at  Michaelmasj  and  it  was  agreed,  *^  that  he  should  not 
be  obliged  to  leave  the  house  unless  he  had  notice  io 
quit  at  Michaelmas^    The  sessions  found  that  the  pauper 
had  occupied  the  cottage  as  servant,  not  as  tenant,  and 
had  gained  no  settlement  by  such  occupation ;  and  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held,  that  the  finding  of  the 
sessions  was  not  necessarily  wrong,  and  therefore^  that 
it  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.      In  giving  judgment, 
Coleridge  J.  said  (&),  *^  I  think  the  sessions  have  drawn 
the  right  conclusion.     The  pauper,  looking  to  the  occu- 
pation of  the  house  as  part  of  the  remuneration  for  his 
service,  may  very  properly  have  stipulated  that  he  should 
not  be  obliged  to  leave  the  house  by  being  turned  out 
of  the  service  without  a  six  month's  notice  ending  at 
Michaelmas.^*    That  is  as  strong  a  decision  as  can  be 
found  upon  the  point.     In  Bertie  v.  Beaumont  (c)  it  was 
held  that  Howell^  a  servant  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
put  into  the  occupation  of  a  cottage,  with  less  wages  on 
that  account,  did  not  occupy  it  as  a  tenant ;  but  that  his 
master  might  properly  declare  on  it  as  his  own  occupa- 
tion in  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  disturbance  of  a  right 
of  way  over  the  defendant's  close  to  such  cottage.   Lord 
Ellenborough  said,  in  th^t  case  (J),  ^*  I  cannot  consider 

(a)  6A.^E,  278^  (6)  6  A.  ^  E.  281. 

(c)  16  Ead,  3S.  (<0  ^^  ^^t  3^« 
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1843.        that  Howell  stood  in  the  relation  of  a  tenant  to  the  pre- 

"^  mises.     iThe  plaintiff  put  him  in  possession  of  them  as 

^    _^-  his  hired  servant,  and,  as  any  person  so  circumstanced 

The  Overseers 

of  Chatham,    might  be  expected  to  do,  he  allowed  the  man  less  wages 
on  account  of  the  convenience  to  him  of  the  occupation.'' 
In  several  cases,  an  indictment  for  burglary  has  been 
held  to  be  good,  where  the  occupation  of  the  house  has 
been  laid  in  the  owner,  the  actual  occupier  being  a  ser- 
vant; that  could  only  be  on  the  ground  that  the  legal 
occupation  was  in  the  master.     The  cases  are  collected 
in  Boscoe^s  Criminal  Evidence  (a).     Mr.  Roscoe  says  (&), 
'^  An  agent  or  clerk  employed  in  a  public  office,  or  by 
persons  in  trade,  is  in  law  the  servant  of  those  parties ; 
and  if  he  be  suffered  to  reside  on  the  premises,  which 
belong  to  the  government,  or  to  the  individuals  employ- 
ing him,  the  premises  cannot  be  described  as  his  dwell- 
ing-house."    Thus,  in  William^ s  Case  (c),  three  persons 
were  indicted  for  breaking  the  lodgings  of  Sir  Henry 
Hungaie at  Whitehall;  and  the  Judges  were  of  opinion 
that  it  should  have  been  laid  to  be  the  king's  mansion- 
house  at  Whitehall     So,  in  Burgess's  Case  (</),  the  pri- 
soner was   indicted   for  breaking  into   a  chamber  in 
Somerset  House^  and  the  apartment  was  laid  to  be  the 
mansion-house  of  the  person  who  lodged   there;  but 
it  was  held  bad,  because  the  whole  house  belonged  to 
the  queen-mother.     In  PeytorCs  Case{e)t  the  prisoner 
was  indicted  under  the  12  Anne,  r.  7.,  for  stealing  a  gold 
watch  in  the  dwelling-house  of  W.  H.  Bunbujy,  Esquire. 
The  house  was  the  Invalid  Office,  at  Chelsea;  an  office 
under  government.     The  ground-floor  was  used  by  the 

(a)  2d  ed.  319.  et  seq.  (6)  P.  319. 

(c)  1  Hale  P.  a  522.  527.  (d)  KeL  27. 

(e)  I  Leach^  324.,  2  East^  P.  C.  501. 
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paymaster-general,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  the  184S. 
business  relating  to  the  office.  Mr.  Bunbury  occupied  Uhqvlmm 
the  whole  of  the  upper  part  of  it;  but  the  rent  and  ^.  J^* 
taxes  of  the  whole  were  paid  by  government.  The  of  Chatham. 
Court  held  that  it  was  not  the  dwelling-house  of  Mr. 
Banbury.  HawkMs  Case  (a)  is  an  authority  to  the  same 
effect.  Margetfs  Case  {b)  appears  to  be  in  some  degree 
at  variance  with  these  authorities ;  but  Mr.  Roscoe  re- 
marks (r),  ^*  it  may  be  doubted  whether  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  law."  Witfs  Case  {d)  may  perhaps  also  be 
cited  as  an  authority  for  the  respondents ;  but  the  ques- 
tion submitted  to  the  Court  was,  not  whether  Witt  was 
in  the  legal  occupation  of  the  house,  but  whether  he 
had  a  sufficient  possession  to  sustain  an  indictment  for 
burglary.  In  BrawrCs  Case  {e)  it  appeared  that  Gray* 
dorit  a  farmer,  had  a  dwelling-house  and  cottage  under 
the  same  roof;  but  they  were  not  enclosed  by  any  wall 
or  court*yard,  and  had  no  internal  communication. 
Trumbally  a  servant  of  Graydon^  and  his  family,  resided 
in  the  cottage  by  agreement  with  Graydon,  when  he  en- 
tered his  service.  He  paid  no  rent;  but  an  abatement 
was  made  in  his  wages  on  account  of  the  cottage.  The 
Judges,  Bidler  J.  dubitante,  held  that  this  was  no  more 
than  a  licence  to  Trumball  to  lodge  in  the  cottage,  and 
did  not  make  it  his  dwelling-house,  even  for  the  purpose 
of  burglary.  Stock's  Case  (g)  and  Joblin^s  Case  (A),  are 
authorities  to  a  similar  effisct.  The  Queen  v.  Lady  Pon- 
Uinby{i)   will  probably   be    cited   on   the   other   side. 

(a)  S  Eaai^  P.  C.  501.»  Foiter,  38.  (b)  S  Leadh  9Sa     - 

(c)  Cnm.  Evid.  320.  (d)  1  Moo.  C.  C.  248. 

(e)  2  East,  P.  C.  501. 

(jg)  2  Leach,  1015.»  8  Taunt,  339.,  1  Ruts,  j-  By.  185. 

(A)  1  Ruu.  4*  Ry.  5'25.  (i)  I  Gale  ^  J9.  713. 
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1 843.        There  the  question  was,  whether  the  occupiers  of  apart- 

Uygg^j       ments  in  Hampton  Court  Palace  were  liable  to  be  rated 

The  Oversee     ^  ^^®  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Hampton 

of  Chatham,    in  respect  of  such  occupation.     The  G)urt  held  that 

*  they  were  so  liable ;  but  the  case  was  decided,  not  upon 

the  ground  that  they  were  tenants  of  the  apartments, 

but  that  they  had  the  beneficial  occupation  of  them. 

Secondly,  there  has  been  no  sufficient  payment  of  rates. 
By  Stat  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27.  it  is  requured,  *^  that  no 
person  shall  be  registered,  unless  he  shall  have  been 
rated  in  respect  of  such  premises  to  all  rates  made  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor  in  such  parish  or  township  made 
during  the  time  of  such  his  occupation  so  required  as 
aforesaid,  nor  unless  such  person  shall  have  paid,  on  or 
before  the  20th  day  of  Jubf  in  such  year,  all  the  poor's 
rates  and  assessed  taxes  which  shall  have  become  pay- 
able from  him  in  respect  of  such  premises  previously  to 
the  6xh  day  of  April  then  next  preceding."  The  voter 
must  pay  the  rates  himself,  otherwise  he  does  not  gain 
an  interest  in  the  parish  in  which  his  qualification  is 
situated.  He  has  no  such  interest  if  the  landlord  pays 
the  rate,  and  such  payment  is  therefore  insufficient. 
B£x  v.  Bndgemater  (a)i  Rex  v.  Openshaw{b)i  Rex  v. 
Oakhampton  {c) ;  Rex  v.  Weobley  {d) ;  Rex  v.  Axmouth.  {e) 
The  case  last  cited  may  appear  to  be  in  opposition  to 
that  of  Rex  v.  Weobley,  l)ut  the  Court  themselves  adopt 
the  language  of  Lord  Kenyon  in  that  case.  The  ques- 
tion, moreover,  does  not  depend  on  the  simple  fact  of 
payment  of  rates  due  from  the  occupier,  even  if  such  a 
payment  could  be  held  to  be  sufficient  within  the  twenty- 
seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act.     The  stat  6  Vict. 

(a)  S  r.  IJ.  550.  (6)  1  W.  Bl.  463.,  Burr.  S,  C.  522. 

(c)  Burr.  S.  C.  5.  (rf)  2  East,  68. 

ijs)  8  Eati,  S8S. 
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r.l8.  s.75^  requires  that  such  person  shall  have  &>na  1843. 
Jiie  paid  the  rates  due.  How  can  it  be  contended,  then,  ^Ovghiu 
that  where  premises  are  let  to  a  man  free  of  rates  and  .^^  overseers 
taxes,  that  such  person  is  the  party  who  bon&Jide  pays  of  Chatham. 
the  rates  and  taxes  ?  It  will  be  said  on  the  other  side 
that  he  pays  something  that  is  equivalent.  But  the 
policy  of  the  legislature  requires  him  to  be  a  person 
contributing  to  the  casual  and  accidental  charges  of  the 
parish.  If  he  pays  a  fixed  sum,  or  what  is  equivalent 
to  a  fixed  sum,  in  lieu  of  rates,  it  is  a  matter  of  indiffer- 
ence to  him,  whether  the  rates  be  more  or  less  in  amount. 
The  loss  or  the  gain  is  the  landlord's,  and  he  is  in  point 
of  fact  the  party  substantially  rated.  If  it  should  be 
held  that  rates  may  be  included  in  the  rent,  then  a  ques- 
tbn  would  arise  whether  the  rent  had  been  paid  at  the 
proper  time.  The  rent  may  not  have  been  paid  at  all, 
although  the  rates  have  been  paid  by  the  landlord  to 
the  parish  officers.  Here,  the  rates  have  been  paid  by 
the  paymaster-general,  and  not  by  the  occupier.  There 
has  never,  therefore,  been  either  a  direct  or  indirect 
payment  by  an  agent  authorised  by  him  for  that  pur- 
pose.    The  Queen  v.  South  Kilvington.  {a) 

Cockbum  for  the  respondents.  The  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister  was  right.  It  is  submitted  that  the 
voter  occupied  as  tenant  within  the  twenty- seventh  sec- 
tion of  the  Reform  Act.  It  is  conceded  that,  where  a 
party  occupies  merely  as  servant  for  the  purpose  of  the 
service,  his  vote  cannot  be  sustained  ;  but  a  totally  dif- 
ferent state  of  facts  is  disclosed  by  the  case.  In  all  the 
cases  cited  on  the  other  side,  where  the  G>urt  held  that 

(a)  13  Law  Joupu  N,  S,  M,  C,  S. 
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I84S.        a  settlement  was  not  gained  by  the  occupation  of  a 
HuQuzi       tenement,  the  pauper  was  either  a  domestic  or  farm 
The  Overseen   servant,  or  else  a  clerk  or  agent,  and  under  the  dominion 
of  CuATVAx.    and  control  of  his  master.     That  was  the  case  in  Bex  v, 
Kelstem  [a\  where  the  pauper  was  a  labourer,  and  the 
house  was  necessary  for  the  performance  of  his  service. 
Is  there  any  thing  analagous  in  the  case  of  an  officer  of 
government,  who  receives,  in  part  remuneration  for  his 
services,  a  house  as  a  residence,  and  that  of  a  coacliman, 
or  an  agricultural  labourer?     Rex  v.  CheskurU  {b)  comes 
a  little  nearer  to  the  present  case,  but  it  stands  upon  the 
same  footing  as  the  former.     There  is  nothing  in  the 
case  stated  by  the  revising  barrister  to  shew  that  the 
claimant's  occupation  of  the  house  in  the  dockyard  was 
ancillary  to  the  service;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  stated 
that  the  party  had  it  in  part  remuneration  for  his  ser- 
vices, and  that  if  it  had  not  been  allowed  to  him  in  this 
shape,  he  would  have  had  it  in  another.     It  is  found 
also,  that,  although  he  still  holds  his  situation  under 
government,  he  has  now  removed  altogether  from  the 
dockyard;   a  fact,  which,  in  itself,  sufficiently  distin- 
guishes the  present  case  from  those  cited.     Although  it 
is  conceded  by  the  respondents  that,  where  the  party 
merely  occupies  for  the  better  performance  of  his  ser- 
vice, no  settlement  is  gained,  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
is  equally  clear  that,  where  premises  are  occupied  by  a 
person,  and  the  rent  is  satisfied,  not  by  a  payment  in 
money,  but  by  a  render  of  service,  that  is  sufficient  to 
confer  a  settlement,  and,  by  parity  of  reasoning,  the 
right  to  be  registered.     In  Rex  v.  Melkridge  (c),  a  pau- 
per was  permitted  by  several  persons,  having  a  right  of 

(a)  5M,  ^S,  136.  (6)  1  B,  ^  Aid,  473. 

(c)  1   T.  R.  598. 
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common,  to  occupy  a  tenement  of  10/.  yearly  value,  as  1843. 
a  reward  for  his  service  as  a  herd,  and  it  was  held  that  Huohu 
that  gave  him  a  settlement ;  the  Court  saying  that  the  ^^  oVerseera 
service  of  the  pauper  was  equivalent  to  his  paying  rent*  of  Chatham, 
That  case  is  directly  in  point,  and  shews  that  where  the 
occupation  is  really  for  the  purpose  of  remunerating  a 
party,  he  occupies  as  tenant.  As  to  Rex  v.  Snape  (c), 
the  case  only  amounts  to  this,  that  where  it  is  clear  that 
the  party  occupied  merely  for  the  purpose  of  the  ser* 
vice,  the  occupation  does  not  confer  a  settlement*  In 
&r  V.  Langriville  (i).  Lord  Tenterden^  delivering  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  (c),  observes,  "  It  has  been  es- 
tablished, by  a  series  of  cases  which  were  considered 
and  confirmed  in  that  of  The  King  v.  Benneworih  (rf), 
that  it  was  a  sufficient  occupation  of  a  tenement  if  the 
pauper  had  an  interest  in  a  part  of  the  profits  of  the 
land,  by  perception  by  the  mouths  of  his  cattle.  But  it 
is  essential,  whether  the  subject  of  occupation  be  the 
land  itself,  or  a  part  of  its  profits,  that  the  pauper  should 
have  an  interest  as  tenant  or  occupier,  — a  possession  by 
mere  licence  without  that  interest  is  not  enough.'^  Here, 
however,  there  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  inference  that 
there  was  a  contract  between  the  parties,  and  the  occu- 
pier, therefore,  has  an  interest  in  the  premises.  In  Rex 
▼.  Loraoe?'  Heyford  (^),  an  attorney,  who  had  a  cottage 
and  land  near  his  residence,  allowed  his  clerk  to  occupy 
them,  that  he  might  the  more  conveniently  attend  to 
the  business ;  and  sufiered  him  to  hold  them  rent  free, 
^  an  augmentation  of  his  salary.  The  clerk  was  rated 
^  occopier,  but  the  attorney  sometimes  paid  the  rates, 

(a)  6  ^  ^  E.  278.  (6)  10  B.  ^  C.  899. 

(c)  10  B.  i  a  901.  (d)  2  J?  §•  C  775. 

(0  IB.  4;  Ad.  75. 
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184S.       and  when  the  clerk  paid  them,  the  attorney  reimbursed 
HooHM       ^™"     ^*  ^®*  ^®'^  ^*^  ^®  ^^^^^  ^^  gained  a  settle- 
The  OYeneen  ^^"^^  '^y  P^T^^g  ^^  public  parochial  taxes.     That  is  a 
of  Chatham,    strong  authority  in  &vour  of  the  respondents.    As  to 
the  question  of  rating,  it  is  submitted  that  the  case  of 
The  Queen  v.  Ladjf  Ponsonby  (a)  does  not  go  the  length 
assumed  on  the  other  side.    The  Court  seem  to  have 
considered  the  parties  as  tenants  at  will,  or  at  su£ferance« 
[^Maule  J.     Rating  depends  on  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^ 
which  says  nothing  about  **  tenant,"  but  only  that  every 
'  occupier  shall  be  rated.]     With  regard  to  the  cases 

arising  upon  indictments  for  burglary,  there  are  autho- 
rities on  both  sides.  Jarvis^s  Case  (i),  Margetts^s  Case  (c), 
and  JVitfs  Case  {d)j  are  in  &vour  of  the  view  taken  by 
the  respondents. 

Then,  as  to  the  second  part  of  the  question.  It  is 
contended  on  the  other  side  that  the  tenant  ought  to 
lose  his  franchise,  because  his  rates  have  been  paid  for 
him.  That  proposition  is  untenable.  It  cannot  be  disr 
puted  that  in  one  shape  or  other  the  money  comes  out 
of  the  pocket  of  the  tenant.  The  case  finds  that  the 
rates  were  paid  by  the  Crown  as  part  remuneration  for 
his  services.  The  payment,  therefore,  is  made  by  his 
authority,  because  it  is  made  in  pursuance  of  a  contract 
between  the  landlord  and  tenant;  and  the  Crown  is, 
consequently,  his  agent.  Would  the  overseers  have 
been  justified  in  refusing  to  receive  the  money  from  the 
Crown,  or  in  demanding  the  rates  from  the  tenant,  after 
they  had  been  paid  by  the  landlord  ?  Rex  v.  Cozens  {e) 
is  a  direct  authority  to  the  contrary.     The  suggestion 

(a)  1  GtJe  4;  D.  715.  (6)  1  Moo.  C.  C  7. 

(c)  $  Leach,  930.  (d)  I  Moo.  a  C.  248. 

(e)  1  Doug.  426. 
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made  on  the  other  side,  that  the  object  of  the  l^s-  184S. 
lature,  in  requiring  the  payment  of  rates  by  the  occu««  Hwoho 
pier,  was  to  give  parties  an  interest  in  the  parochial  xheOYtr«een 
ooDoeras  of  the  district  in  which  they  reside,  is  a  fanciful  ^  Chatham. 
argument.  All  that  was  intended  by  the  Reform  Act 
was  to  confer  the  franchise  where  a  person,  possessing 
property  of  a  certain  value,  contributed  his  share  to  the 
poblic  and  local  burdens.  The  cases  which  decide  that 
a  paym^it  by  a  landlord  is  sufficient  to  confer  a  settle- 
ment upon  the  tenant  are  in  favour  of  the  claimant ;  for 
the  Stat  S  JV.  S.  c  11.  s.  6.  under  which  that  settlement 
is  acquired,  enacts  ^*  That  if  any  person,  who  shall  come 
to  inhabit  in  any  town  or  parish,  shall  be  charged  with 
and  pay  his  share  towards  the  public  taxes  or  levies  of 
the  said  town  or  parish,  then  he  shall  be  adjudged  to 
ha?e  a  legal  settlement  in  the  same,  though  no  such  no- 
tice in  writing  be  delivered  and  published  as  is  hereby 
before  required.''  Rex  v.  Oalhampton  (a) ;  Rexv.Open^ 
Aam.  {b)  [Maide  J.  It  seems  there  to  have  been  held 
that  payment  by  the  landlord  is  sufficient,  even  where  a 
payment  amounting  to  notice  is  required.  Now  here, 
all  that  is  required  is  payment,  whether  amounting  to 
notice  or  not]  Rex  v.  Axmouth  {c)  is  a  strong  autho- 
rity for  the  respondents.  Rex  v.  Weobb/  {d)  is  altogether 
a  different  case  from  the  present  There  was  no  ^ar- 
nmgement  in  that  case  between  the  parties.  As  to  the 
distioctioQ  between  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the 
Reform  Act,  and  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  stat 
6  Vict.  c.  18.  by  the  introduction  of  the  words  bondjide 
in  the  latter  section,  it  is  quite  clear  that  there  was  no 

(a)  Burr.  S.  aS.  (6)  1  W.  BL  463.,  Burr.  &  C  583. 

(c)  8  EMtf  S8S.  (c/)  2  Eatt,  68. 
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1843.        intention  of  altering  the  law  by  the  insertion  of  those 

▼. 
The  Overseers 

ofCHATHAH.        Kinglake^  in  reply,  referred  to  Rex  x.  Terrott;{a). 
jRex  V.  Hurdis{b). 

Cur,  adv.  vtdi. 

Parker^s  case,  and  BrocVs  case  were  not  argued,  the 
facts  being  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  preceding. 

Kinglake  appeared  for  the  appellant,  and  Cockbum 
for  the  respondents,  in  each  case. 

Cur,  adv.  vtdt. 

In  SmtWs  case, 

Kinglake,  for  the  appellant,  contended,  with  reference 
to  the  second  point  raised  by  the  revising  barrister,  that 
payment  by  the  party  of  the  rates  and  taxes  with  his 
own  hand,  did  not  place  him  in  a  better  position  than 
Burton,  inasmuch  as  he  was  allowed  them  afterwards  in 
his  account  with  the  Board  of  Ordnance.  He  referred 
to  T/ie  Qtieen  v.  Bridg7iofih  (c). 

Cockhany  contra,  cited  Rex  v.  Lcnoer  Heyford  {d). 

Cur.  adv.  vuli. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Burton*s  case  was  now 
delivered  by 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  two  questions  were  raised 
before  the  revising  barrister,  and  were  argued  on  the 

(a)  3  Eastt  506.  (b)  3  T.  R.  497. 

(c)  10  ^.  ^-  E,  66.  (d)  1  B.  j;  Ad.  75. 
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• 

appeal  to  this  G>urt :  first,  whether  the  occupation  by  1843. 
James  Burton  was  an  occupation  as  tenant  within  the  Hu^hm 
twenty-seventh  section  of  the  statute  2  W.  *•  c.  45.:  and    ^.    ^' 

''  '  The  Overseen 

secondly,  whether,  upon  the  facts  stated,  he  had  paid  the    ®^  Chatham. 
poor's  rates  as  required  by  the  proviso  in  that  section. 

As  to  the  first  question,  the  facts  are,  that  the  house 
occupied  by  the  claimant  is  situated  in  the  dockyard  at 
Chatham  \  that  the  claimant  is  master  ropemaker,  and 
as  such  had  the  house  as  his  residence ;  that  he  paid  no 
rent  in  money  for  it,  but  had  it  as  part  remuneration  for 
his  service ;  and  no  part  of  it  was  used  for  public  pur« 
poses,  the  ofiice  in  which  he  performed  his  public 
services  being  away  from  it.  If  he  had  not  been  allowed 
the  house,  he  would  have  had  an  allowance  for  a  house 
in  addition  to  his  salary. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts,  the  revising  barrister  has 

found,  that  the  claimant  occupied  as  tenant,  and  the 

question  in  effect  is,  whether  the  statement  of  facts 

shows  that  the  decision  is  wrong  ?  that  is,  whether  it 

shows  the  occupation  not  to  have  been  in  the  character 

of  tenant.     On  the  argument,  several  cases  were  cited, 

which  bear  on  the  question,  whether  the  house  could 

be  called  the  dwelling-house  of  the  claimant  in  an 

indictment  for  burglary;  but  that  question  is  so  different 

from  the  one  now  in  dispute,  viz.  whether  there  was  a 

tenancy  or  not,  that  we  think  it  unnecessary  to  notice 

those  decisions.     But  the  cases  chiefly  relied  on,  were 

those  settlement  cases,  in  which  the  question  has  arisen, 

whether  a  servant  came  to  settle  on  a  tenement  within 

the  meaning  of  the  statute  13  and  14  Car.  2.  c.  12. 

The  language  and  object  of  that  act  are  very  different 

from  those  of  the  statute  now  under  consideration;  and 

therefore  no  similarity  of  facts  in  a  case  arising  on  the 

F  3 


▼• 


70  lilCHAELlfAS  VACATION, 

1849.  one  ac^  can  make  it  a  case  in  point  upon  a  question 
^^.^^^y^  raised  on  the  odier.  Bnt,  as  the  Goort,  in  deddii^ 
diose  esses,  has  eonsidered  that  the  settlement  tmmed 
<m  the  question,  whether  tlie  pauper  oeoopied  as  tenant 

m 

to  his  master,  the  decbions  are  rery  important  on  the 
present  inquiry.  In  those  cases,  as  in  this,  there  was 
no  doubt  of  the  right  to  exact,  and  the  liability  to 
render  senrioe ;  but  in  those,  as  in  the  present  oase^  the 
doubt  was,  whetiier  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
snb^sted  between  the  same  parties.  There  is  no 
inconristencjr  in  the  rdation  of  master  and  servant 
with  that  of  landlord  and  tenant — a  master  may  pay 
his  servant  by  conferrii^  on  him  an  interest  in  real 
property,  either  in  fee^  for  years,  at  will,  or  for  any 
other  estate  or  interest :  and  if  he  do  so^  the  servant 
then  becomes  entitled  to  the  l^al  incidents  of  the 
estate,  as  mndi  as  if  it  were  purchased  for  any  other 
consideration.  But  it  may  be,  that  a  servant  may 
occupy  a  tenement  of  bb  master^s,  not  by  way  of  pay* 
ment  for  his  services,  but  for  the  purpose  of  performing 
them :  it  may  be,  that  he  is  not  permUfed  to  occupy  as  a 
reward,  in  the  performance  of  his  master's  contract  to 
pay  him  ;  but  required  to  occupy  in  the  performance  of 
his  contract  to  serve  his  master.  The  settlement  cases 
cited  in  argument,  established,  and  proceeded  on,  this 
distinction.  We  think  it  applicable  to  the  present 
question,  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  focts  stated  to 
show,  that  the  claimant  was  required  to  occupy  the 
house  for  the  performance  of  his  services,  or  did  occupy 
it,  in  order  to  their  performance,  or  that  it  was  con^ 
ducive  to  any  other  purpose,  than  any  house  which  he 
might  have  paid  for  in  any  other  way  than  by  his 
services;  and  as  th^  case  expressly  finds,  that  he  had 
the  house  as  part  remuneration  for  bis  services,  we 
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cannot  say  that  the  conclusion  at  which  the  revising        184S. 
barrister  has  arrived  is  wrong.     The  case  indeed  states       „ 
that  the  claimant  was  master  ropemaker,  and  as  suck   ^    J' 

^  The  (hreneers 

had  the  house  as  his  residence :  but  that  expression  is    o£  Cbatham. 

equally  applicable  whether  he  was  made  tenant  of  the 

house;  in  payment  of  his  services  as  master  ropemaker, 

or  occupied  it  for  the  purpose  of  performing  them.  • 

The  fact,  also,  of  having  a  lower  salary,  in  consequence 

of  being  allowed  a  house,  though  not  immaterial,  is  by 

no  means  decisive ;  for  such  a  fact  might  exist  in  a  case 

in  which  the  house  was  occupied  for  the  purpose  of  the 

service,  and  not  in  the  character  of  tenant    It  may  well 

happen,  that  something  in  the  service^  which  renders  it 

less  onerous,  or  more  pleasant,  may  cause  a  reduction 

of  the  salary,  without  being  a  part  of  the  salary  itself. 

A  master  may  give  lower  wages  in  consequence  of  lodg* 

ii^  his  servants  in  his  house,  instead  of  requiring  them 

to  find  lodgings  out  of  it,  without  making  them  his 

tenants.    But,  in  the  present  case,  upon  the  grounds 

above  stated,  we  think  the  juster  inference  b,  that  there 

is  an  occupation  as  tenant. 

On  the  second  question,  it  appears  that  the  claimant 
was  rated  to  the  poor  rates  and  assessed  taxes,  and  that 
they  were  paid  for  him  in  part  remuneration  of  his  ser- 
vices.     Upon  this  question  it  appears  to  us,  that  the 
payment  being  one  to  which  the  claimant  was  liable,  and 
having  been  made  on  his  account  by  those  whom  he  pro- 
cured to  make  it  by  giving  value  for  it,  is  sufficient  with- 
in the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  statute.    Whether 
it  would  or  would  not   have   been   sufficient    within 
the  S  W.  4^  M.  c  11.  5.  6.,  in  which  rating  and  payment 
are  made  to  confer  a  settlement,  by  way  of  substitution 
or  equivalent  for  notice  to  the  parbh ;  or  under  4  &  5 

F  4 


\ 


4t 


72  MICHAELMAS  VACATION, 

1843*        W.  4*  c.  76.  5.  ^^.  where  the  payment  being  for  a  similar 

^  purpose  (that  of  confemng  a  settlement)  with  that  in 

^-  8  JF.  4*  -M*  niay  perhaps  require  to  be  made  in  a  similar 

The  OYcrsMTi 

of  Chatham,    manner,  is  a  different  question  from  that  before  us.  The 
present  question  arising  upon  an  act  of  parliament  con- 
ferring a  franchise  in  respect  of  property  or  ability,  we 
•  think  the  payment,  having  been  made  in  a  manner 

equally  indicative  of  these  qualifications,  is  as  effectual^ 
witliin  the  spirit  of  the  enactment,  as  if  made  by  the 
hand  of  the  claimant*  The  words  of  the  act  which  re- 
quire that  ^^mch  person^  should  have  paid  the  rate,  do 
certainly,  in  their  largest  ordinary  sense,  comprehend 
payments  made  in  discharge  of,  and  procured  by,  such 
person,  as  well  as  those  made  by  his  own  hand.  And 
the  largest  ordinary  sense  is  that  in  which  words  ought 
to  be  construed,  when  there  is  nothing  in  the  occasion 
on  which  they  are  used,  or  in  the  context,  to  restrict 
them.  We  think,  therefore,  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  is  right  on  both  points. 

In  Parker's  case,  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  said :  This 
case  does  not  materially  differ  from  that  of  the  vote  of 
James  Bwion,  and  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 
must  be  afiirmed  on  the  grounds  stated  in  giving  judg- 
ment in  that  case. 

In  BrocVs  case,  his  Lordship  said : — There  is  no  sub- 
stantial difference  between  this  case  and  that  of  James 
Burton;  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must 
therefore  be  affirmed. 

And  in  Smith's  case,  his  Lordship  said : —  In  this  case^ 
also,  we  think  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  roast 
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be  affirmed}  on  the  grounds  stated  in  the  judgment  in 
the  case  of  James  Btartoris  vote.  The  rate  being  paid 
b;  the  voter's  own  hand  is  a  circumstance  not  unfavour- 
able to  the  vote,  but  we  think  it  makes  no  substantial 
difference  either  way. 

Decisions  affirmed. 


184-3. 


HUGHU 
V, 

The  Overseers 
of  Chatham. 


Babtlett,  appellant,  and  Gibbs,  respondent.        nece. 


TJPON  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Robert  Rich" 
mondf  Esq.,  one  of  the  revising  barristers  for  the 
borough  of  Lewesj  the  following  case  was  stated  by  him 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  — 

The  appellant  was  inserted  in  the  list  of  persons  en- 
titled to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  borough 
o{  Lewes,  in  respect  of  property  occupied  within  the 
P&rish  of  All  Saints^  as  follows :  — • 


Christian  Name  and 
Saroame. 

Plaoe  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualification. 

Name  of  the  Street 
where  Situate,  &c 

BwUett,     Alfred 
Playsted 

East  Street. 

House. 

East  Street 

It  was  proved  at  the  revision  that  the  appellant  had 

occupied,  as  tenant,  a  house  (No.  10.  East  Street)  in  the 

parish  of  All  Saints,  within  the  said  borough,  since  the 

25th  of  December  1842 ;  that  he  had  for  considerably 

more  than  six  months   previously  occupied,   also  as 

tenant,  a  house.  No.  16,  West  Street,  in  the  parish  of 

St,  John,  within  the  said  borough ;  that  he  had  removed 

from  the  latter  to  the  former  house  immediately,  without 

any  interval  of  time ;  that  each  house  was  of  more  than 

the  value  of  10/.  per  annum ;  that  he  had  been  rated  in 


Where  a  party, 
claiming  to  vote 
for  a  borough, 
has  occupied 
diflTerent  pre- 
mises in  imme- 
diate succession 
during  the 
twelve  calendar 
months  next 
previous  to  the 
last  day  of  Ju/^, 
they  ought  all 
to  be  set  forth 
in  the  descrip- 
tion of  his  qua- 
lification in  the 
list  of  voters. 

An  omission 
in  the  list  of 
any  of  such 
premises 
amounts  to  a 
misdescription 
of  his  qualifica- 
tion, which  the 
revising  bar- 
rister has  no 
power  to  amend 
under  stat. 
6  Vict,  c,  18. 
«."I0. 


T. 
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1842.        respect  of  both  bouses  to  all  rates  made  during  the 
B^^LiTT      period  of  his  occupation  of  them ;  and  that  all  the  rates 
and  assessed  taxes  due  from  him  in  respect  of  them  had 
been  duly  paid  within  the  time  limited  by  6  Vici.  c.  18. 
5.  75. 

•    An  objection  was  taken  that  his  qualification,  con- 
sisting not  of  one  house,  viz.  that  of  No.  10,  East  Street, 
but  of  two  houses,  No.  16,  West  Street,  and  No.  10,  East 
Street^  occupied  by  him  in  immediate  succession,  the 
description  of  his  qualification  in  the  list  should  corre- 
spond with  this  fact,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  been 
registered  for  both  the  houses  which  constituted  his 
qualification.     I  decided  that  where  a  person  founds  his 
qualification  upon  different  premises  occupied  by  him  in 
immediate  succession,  conformably  to  the  provisions  of 
the  twenty-eighth  section  of  2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  it  is  required 
that  he  should  be  registered  in  respect  of  all  these 
several  premises,  and  that  they  should  be  specifically 
set  forth  in  the  description  of  his  qualification ;  and  that 
the  appellant,  being  registered  only  for  one  of  the  houses 
occupied  by  him,  and  that  house  having  been  occupied 
by  him  only  for  a  period  of  six  months,  he  had  not 
proved  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  retained 
in  the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  the  qualification  de- 
scribed in  the  list.     An  additional  objection  was  taken, 
that  there  was  an  insufficient,  or  inaccurate  description 
of  the  appellant's  qualification,  which  I  had  power  to 
correct  under  the  provisions  of  the  fortieth  section  of 
6  Vict.  c.  18.     I  decided  that  when  a  party  was  objected 
to,  I  had  no  such  power,  but  that  I  was  bound  by  one 
of  the  provisions  of  the  same  section  to  require  him  to 
prove  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in 
the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  the  qualification  described 
in  such  list;  and  the  appellant  having  in  my  judgment 
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fiuled  to  do  80|  I  accordingly  expunged  his  name  from        1842. 
the  above  mentioned  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  for      BAarLDt 
the  borough  of  Leaes.  ^J^^ 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whe- 
ther, under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  the  above 
statement  of  facts,  the  name  of  the  appellant  was  rightly 
expunged  from  the  said  list  of  voters. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the  said  list  is 
to  stand  without  amendment ;  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
a  contrary  opinion,  then  the  said  list  is  to  be  amended 
by  inserting  therein  the  name  of  the  appellant. 

Six  other  votes  depended  upon  the  same  state  of 
fiicts,  and  the  appeals  against  the  decision  of  the  re-* 
vising  barrister  were  consolidated  with  the  preceding. 

Creasjfi  for  the  appellant,  in  Michaelmas  term,  Nkh 

tsember  20.     There  are  two  questions  for  the  Court  in 

this  case.     First,  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  successive 

ciocupation,  one  house^  or  more  than  one,  ought  to  be 

Snserted  in  the  register  as  the  qualification  of  the  voter ; 

and  secondly^  whether,  assuming  the  insertion  of  one 

louse  to   be  insufficient,  the  error  is  one  which  the 

revising  barrister  has  power  to  amend.     With  r^[ard 

to  the  first  question,  the  cardinal  point  on  which  the 

case  will  turn  is  the  answer  which  the  Court  may  think 

proper  to  give  to  this  question,  viz.  what  is  really  the 

foundation  of  the  voter's  qualification  ?    That  answer 

will  depend  upon  the  construction  which  is  to  be  placed 

upou  the  twenty-seventh  and  twenty-eighth  sections  of 

the  Stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.,    taken  in  connection  with  the 

thirteenth   section  of  6   Vict*  c.  18.,  which   is  almost 

identical  in  terms  with  the  forty-fourth  section  of  the 

former  act.    The  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform 
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1S4S*  '^^  enactSi  ^'  that  in  every  city  or  borough  which  shall 
return  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  future 
parliament,  every  male  person  of  full  age,  and  not  sul>« 
ject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  wio  shall  occupy^  within 
such  city  or  borough,  or  within  any  place  sharing  in  the 
election  for  such  city  or  borough,  as  owner  or  tenant, 
any  house,  warehouse,  counting-house,  shop,  or  other 
building,  being,  either  separately,  or  jointly  with  any  land 
within  such  city,  borough,  or  place  occupied  therewith  by 
him  as  owner,  or  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  tenant 
under  the  same  landlord,  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of 
not  less  than  10/.,  shall»  if  duly  registered  according  to 
the  provisions  heremafter  contained,  be  entitled  to  vote 
in  the  election  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  any 
future  parliament  for  such  city  or  borough :  Provided 
always,  that  no  such  person  shall  be  so  registered  in  any 
year,  unless  he  shall  have  occupied  such  premises  as 
aforesaid  for  twelve  calendar  months  next  previous  to 
the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year;  nor  unless  such  per- 
son, where  such  premises  are  situate  in  any  parish  or 
township  in  which  there  shall  be  a  rate  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor,  shall  have  been  rated  in  respect  of  such  pre- 
mises to  all  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  such 
parish  or  township,  made  during  the  time  of  such  his 
occupation  so  required  as  aforesaid;  nor  unless  such 
person  shall  have  paid,  on  or  before  the  20th  day 
of  July  in  such  year,  all  the  poor's  rates  and  assessed 
taxes  which  shall  have  become  payable  from  him  in 
respect  of  such  premises  previously  to  the  6th  day  of 
April  then  next  preceding :  Provided  also,  that  no  such 
person  shall  be  so  registered'  in  any  year,  unless  he 
shall  have  resided  for  six  calendar  months  next  previous 
to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year  within  the  city 
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or  borough,  or  within  the  place  sharing  in  the  election         184S. 
for  the  city  or  borough,  in  respect  of  whicli  city,  bo-       Bartlbtt 
roagh,  or  place  respectively  he  shall  be  entitled  to  vote, 
or  within  seven  statute  miles  thereof  or  of  any  part 
thereof."     Looking,  then,  at  the  language  of  this  sec- 
tion, it  is  submitted  that  it  qualifies  as  a  voter  for  a 
borough  every  person,  who,  on  the  last  day  of  Jtdy  in 
each  year,  shall  occupy  a  house  of  the  clear  yearly  value 
of  10/.    That  occupation  is  the  foundation  of  the  qua- 
lification, or  rather,  it  is  the  qualification  itself.    Having 
given  the  qualification,  the  clause  goes  on  to  stipulate, 
that  before  aoy  party  shall  be  registered^  and  thereby 
be  in  a  situation  to  use  his  qualification,  there  must 
have  been  twelve  months'  occupation,  rating,  payment 
of  rates,  and  residence  for  six  months.     The  section 
does  not  say  that  if  any  person  shall  have  occupied  for 
twelve  months,  and  have  been  rated,  and  have  pai 
fates,  and  have  resided  for  six  months,   he  shall  be 
entitled  to  vote ;    but  the  qualification  is  given  for  occu- 
pation simply.     The  twenty-eighth  section  then  pro- 
vides, ^'  That  the  premises  in  respect  of  the  occupation 
of  which  any  person  shall  be  entitled  to  be  registered 
in  any  year,  and  to  vote  in  the  election  of  any  city  or 
borough  as  aforesaid,  shall  not  be  required  to  be  the 
sdme  premises,  but  may  be  different  premises  occupied 
in  immediate  succession   by  such  persons  during  the 
twelve  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of 
Jvibf  in  such  year."     Under  this  section,  therefore,  if 
there  has  been  a  continued  occupation  of  premises  of 
the  same  value  for  a  period  of  twelve  calendar  months, 
it  is  regarded  as  a  mere  equivalent  for  the  occupation  of 
one  house  for  the  same  period.     The  party  votes  for 
the  bouse  which  he  occupies  at  the  end  of  Jtdy*  The 
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Stat  2  W.^.  c.  45.  and  6  Vict.  c.  18.  contain,  in  the 
schedules,  forms  for  the  guidance  of  the  overseers,  and 
not  one  of  these  forms  gives  any  intimation  that  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  insert  all  the  premises  occupied  in  immediate 
succession  within  the  twelve  months.  The  form  given 
in  the  Reform  Act,  Schedule  (I).  No.  1.,  uses  only  the 
sipgular,  and  not  the  plural  number  (a).  So  it  is  with 
the  form  No.  4.,  Schedule  (B).  in  the  Registration  of 
Voters  Act  (6).  By  the  thirteenth  section  of  that  act 
it  is  enacted^  **  That  the  overseers  of  every  such  parish 
or  township  shall,  on  or  before  the  last  day  of  Jidt^ 

(a)  The  following  ii  the  form  referred  to :  — 

The  list  of  penom  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  \or 
"  memben  **]  for  the  city  [or  **  borough  "]  of  -^—  in  respect  of  property 

occupied  within  the  parish  [or  **  township  **]  of ,  by  virtue  of  an  act 

paved  in  the  Second  year  of  the  reign  of  King  HUSam  the  Fourth,  in- 
tituled *<  An  act  to  amend  the  reprcicntatioo  of  the  people  in  England 
androfef.*' 


Chriftkn  Name  and 

Samsme  of  each  Voter 

at  ftiU  length. 

Naioreof 
QualiAcatlon. 

Street,  Lane,  or  other  Place  In 

thia  Parlib  where  the  Property  it 

situate. 

Ashtoo,  John 
Atkinson,  William 
Bates,  Thomas 
Bully  Thomas 

House 
Warehouse 
Shop 
Counting-house 

Church  Street. 

Bolt  Court,  Fleet  Street. 

Castle  Street. 

Lord  Street. 

(6)  The  form  (^ven  is  as  follows :  — 

llie  list  of  all  persons  (not  being  freemen)  entitled  to  fote  in  the 
election  of  a  member  [or  **  members  **]  for  the  city  [or  "  borough  '*]  of 
,  in  respect  of  any  rights  other  than  those  conferred  by  an  act  passed 
in  the  second  year  of  the  reign  of  King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled, 
**  An  act  to  amend  the  representation  of  the  people  in  EngUmd  and 
Woieu** 


Surname    of  each 
Voter  at  fun  length. 

Place  of 
Abode. 

Nature  of 
QualiflcatioD. 

Street,  Lane,  or  other  Place 

in   this   Parish  where   the 

bPropertT  is  situate  (if  any). 

[Wkem  the  Righi  </  ^oimti 

dependi  on  Property. 1 
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in    every  year,  make  out  or  cause  to  be  made  out,        184S. 
according  to  the  form  numbered  (S.)  in  the  schedule 
(B.)  to  this  act  annexed,  an  alphabetical  list  of  all  per- 
sons who  may  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a 
member  or  members  to  serve  in  parliament  for  such 
city  or  borough,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  premises 
of  the  clear  value  of  not  less  than  10^  situate  wholly 
or  in  part  within  such  parish  or  township,  and  another 
alphabetical  list  according  to  the  form  numbered  (4.)  in 
the  said  schedule  (B.)  of  all  other  persons  (except  free* 
men)  who  may  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  such 
city  or  borough  by  virtue  of  any  other  right  whatsoever^ 
and  in  each  of  the  said  lists  the  christian  name  and 
surname  of  every  such  person  shall  be  written  at  full 
length,  together  with  his  place  of  abode  and  the  nature 
of  his  qualification,  and  where  any   person  shall  be 
entided  to  vote  in  respect  of  any  property,   then  the 
name  of  the  street,  lane,  and  the  number  of  tAe  house 
(if  any)  or  other  description  of  the  place  where  such 
property  may  be  situate,  shall  be  specified  in  the  list." 
The  words  in  this  clause  are  all  in  the  singular  number, 
and  seem  to  contemplate  the  one  particular  house  which 
the  party  may  happen  to  occupy  on  the  last  day  of 
Jiily.    {^Motile  J.   In  both  of  the  forms  to  which  you 
have  referred,  the  words,  are,  *^  street,  lane,  or  other 
plaoe  in  this  parish/*']    The  overseers  of  each  particular 
parish  are  the  parties  who  are  to  make  out  the  list ; 
not  the  officers  of  the  borough  or  place  for  which  the 
electimi  is  to  be  held.     How  are  the  overseers  of  one 
parish  to  know  whether  a  party  has  occupied  a  house 
in  another  ?     The  clause  requires  the  overseer  to  make 
out  the  list  of  his  own  parish.    [CoUman  J.  The  over- 
seers are  to  make  out  a  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote 
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1843.        in  respect  oF  the  occupation  of  premises  situate  wholly 


or  in  pari  within  the  parish.]     Undoubtedly,  that  is  so  ; 
ol^        but,  it  is  apprehended,  ^those  words  refer  to  cases  where 
some  part  of  the  property  may  be  in  one  parish,  and  a 
little  of  it  in  another  parish,  as,  for  instance,  where  land 
is  in  the  occupation  of  the  party  as  well  as  a  house, 
which  in  itself  may  not  be  of  sufficient  value  to  confer 
the  franchise.     A  strong  argument  in  favour  of  the  view 
taken  by  the  appellant  is  also  to  be  deduced  from  the 
words  of  the  fifty-eighth  section  of  the  Reform  Act, 
which  required  that  certain  questions  should  be  put  to 
the  voter  at  the  poll.    The  third  question  (a)  was,  '*  Have 
yon  the  same  qualification  for  which  your  name  was 
originally  inserted   in   the  roister  of  voters   now   in 
force  ?"     If  the  qualification  of  the  voter  consisted  of 
more  than  one  house,  in  the  case  of  a  successive  occu- 
pation, how  could  he  have  answered  that  question  in  the 
affirmative? 

The  I^islature  not  having  said  that  it  shall  be  neces- 
sary to  insert  in  the  register  all  the  houses  which  the 
voter  may  have  successively  occupied,  and  having  pre- 
scribed certain  forms  which  the  overseers,  who  are 
often  not  persons  of  very  refined  understandings,  are 
to  follow,  it  is  submitted  that  the  qualification  of  the 
party  consists  of  the  house  occupied  by  him  at  the  time 
when  they  are  required  to  make  out  the  list  of  persons 
enutled  to  vote. 

But,  secondly,  it  is  submitted  that,  even  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  an  error  has  been  committed 
in  the  description  of  the  voter's  qualification,  the  error 

(«)  The  stii.  6  ncL  c  18.  enacts  that  no  inquirr  shall  be  pennitted  at 
the  time  of  polling  as  to  the  right  of  anj  penon  to  Tote^  except  as  to  the 
identity  of  the  voter,  and  whether  be  has  alrcndj  Toted. 
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was  one  which  the  revising  barrister  might  have  rec-        1843. 
tified.     The  fortieth  section   of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.      BA»TLm 
enacts^  that  ^^  wherever  the  Christian  name,  or  the  place        ^J' 
of  abode,  or  the  nature  of  the  qualification,  or  the  local 
or  other  description  of  the  property  of  any  person  who 
shall  be  included  in  any  such  list,  and  the  name  of  the 
occupying  tenant  thereof,  shall  be  wholly  omitted  in 
any  case  where  the  same  is  by  this  act  directed  to  be 
specified  therein,  or  if  any  person  whose  name  is  in- 
cluded in  any  such  list,  or  his  place  of  abode,  or  the 
nature  or  description  of  his  qualijication^  shall,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  revising  barrister,  be  insufficiently  de- 
scribed for  the  purpose  of  being  identified,  such  barrister 
shall  expunge  the  name  of  every  such  person  from  such 
list,  unless  the  matter  or  matters  so  omitted,  or  in- 
sufficiently described,  be  supplied  to  the  satisfaction  of 
such  barrister  before  he  shall  have  completed  the  re- 
vision of  such  list,  in  which  case  he  shall  then  and  there 
msei;t  the  same  in  such  list:   Provided  always,  that, 
whether  any  person  shall  be  objected  to  or  not,  no 
evidence  shall  be  given  of  any  other  qualification  than 
that  which  is  described  in  the  list  of  voters  or  claim,  as 
the  case  may  be,  nor  shall  the  barrister  be  at  liberty  to 
change  the  description  of  the  qualification,  as  it  appears 
in  the  list,  except  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  and 
accurately  defining  the  same ;  and  where  the  name  of 
any  person  inserted  in  any  list  of  voters  shall  have  been 
objected  to  by  the  overseers,  or  by  any  other  person, 
and  such  other  person  so   objecting  shall  appear  by 
himself^  or  by  some  one  on  his  behalf,  in  support  of 
such  objection,  and  shall  prove  that  he  gave  the  notice 
or  notices  respectively  required  by  this  act  to  be  given 
by  him,  every  such  barrister  shall  then  require  it  to  be 
VOL.  I.         '  O 
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184*3.        proved,  that  the  person  so  objected  to  was  entitled  on 

Babtlmi  ^^^  '^^  ^^y  ^f  *^^y  ^^®^  °®*^  preceding,  to  have  his 
name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  the 
qualification  described  in  such  list;  and  in  case  the 
came  shall  not  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  such 
barrister,  or  in  case  it  shall  be  proved  that  such  person 
was  then  incapacitated  by  any  law  or  statute  from 
votmg  in  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  parliament, 
such  barrister  shall  expunge  the  name  of  «very  such 
person  from  the  said  list"  The  revising  barrister  seems 
to  have  thought  that  this  clause  gave  him  no  power  to 
amend  a  misdescription  in  the  qualification,  where  an 
objection  was  raised  against  its  sufficiency.  That  view 
of  the  case  would  lead  to  this  result,  viz.  that  the  amend- 
ment would  only  be  made  where  the  revising  barrister 
saw  the  misdescription  himself;  but  such  a  construction 
would  make  the  clause  almost  wholly  inoperative.  The 
act  gives  the  power  to  amend  where  the  qualification  is 
wholly  omitted,  and  here  there  was  only  an  omission  of 
pdirL  It  is  true  that  the  act  says,  that  the  revising 
barrister  shall  not  allow  the  party  to  prove  for  another 
qualification,  where  the  voter  founds  his  claim  on  one 
which  is  wholly  different  from  that  described ;  but  it  is 
contended,  that  the  barrister  has  ample  power  to  supply 
a  full  and  correct  description  where  the  overseers  have 
omitted  to  insert  the  whole  of  the  voter's  qualification  in 
the  list 

.  IL  C  Hildyard  for  the  respondent.  It  is  contended 
that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  not  only 
in  conformity  with  the  plain  language  of  the  statutes, 
but  with  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  It  is  said  on 
the  other  side,  that  the  right  to  vote  depends  on  the 
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occupation  of  a  house,  and  that  occupation  for  twelve  1843. 
months,  rating,  payment  of  rates,  and  residence,  are  Ba»tlktt 
only  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  to  be  put  upon 
the  register.  That  argument  proceeds  upon  a  fallacious 
distinction  between  the  right  to  vote  and  the  right  to  be 
roistered.  The  words  of  the  twenty-eighth  section  of 
the  Reform  Act  are  entirely  opposed  to  the  conclusion 
which  has  been  drawn  from  the  terms  of  the  twenty- 
seventh  clause.  That  clause  enacts,  that  the  claimant 
may  be  registered  in  respect  of  diiSerent  premises  occu- 
pied in  immediate  succession  by  him  during  the  twelve 
calendar  months  previously  to  the  last  day  of  JiHy^ 
'*such  person  having  paid,  on  or  before  the  20th  day 
of  Jtdy  in  such  year,  all  the  poors'  rates  and  assessed 
taxes,^  &c.  An  argument  has  also  been  founded  upon 
the  forms  given  in  the  schedules  annexed  to  the  stat. 
2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  and  6  Vict.  c.  18.  The  schedules,  how- 
ever, contain  forms  which  are  applicable  only  to  a  small 
portion  of  the  qualifications  for  a  city  or  borough.  They 
say  nothing  of  a  ^*  house  and  land,"  nor  of^any  "other 
building,"  but  those  which  are  specified  in  the  twenty- 
seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act.  With  regard  to 
the  heading  of  the  forms  being  in  the  singular  number, 
such  as  "  street,  lane,"  &c.,  it  need  only  be  observed, 
that  it  would  not  apply  to  such  a  qualification  as  ^'  house 
and  land."  The  argument  for  the  appellant,  therefore, 
upon  this  part  of  the  case,  fails  altogether.  In  order  to 
arrive  at  a  correct  conclusion,  it  is  necessary  to  con- 
sider what  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  making 
provisions  for  the  registration  of  voters.  One  of  the 
great  objects  of  the  Reform  Act  was  to  diminish  the 
expenses  of  elections.     Instead  of  making  inquiries  as 
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184S.  to  the  validity  of  the  voter's  qualification  necessary  a 
Ba&tlrt  ^h^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  election,  it  was  directed  that  a  register 
GiBis.  should  be  prepared,  and  that  the  list  of  voters  should 
be  made  out  on  or  before  the  last  day  otJuIi/.  Parties 
are  then  allowed  till  the  25th  of  August  to  investigate 
the  claims  which  have  been  sent  in,  or  the  qualifications 
of  those  on  the  lists.  The  object  which  the  legislature 
had  in  view  would  be  entirely  frustrated,  if,  when  the 
lists  came  before  the  barrister  for  revision,  the  party 
objected  to  were  allowed  to  set  up  a  supplementary 
qualification.  The  objector  would  have  no  means  of 
knowing  whether  it  had  a  real  or  an  imaginary  existence. 
And,  it  ought  not  to  be  forgotten,  that  the  objector  is  as 
much  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statutes,  as  the  party  whose  right  to  be  placed  on  the 
register  hie  calls  in  question,  as  the  objector  really  re- 
presents all  the  bon&Jlde  voters  on  the  list 

Secondly,  with  regard  to  the  power  of  the  revising 
barrister  to  amend  the  description  of  the  claimant's 
qualification,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  there  is  a 
considerable  difference  between  the  provisions  of  the 
fortieth  section  of  the  stat  6  FicL  c.  18..  and  those  of 
the  corresponding  section  in  the  Reform  Act  The 
fiftieth  section  of  the  latter  statute  gave  the  revising 
barrbter  power,  so  far  as  the  words  of  the  clause  went, 
to  supply  omissions  in  every  claim ;  but  it  is  believed 
that  the  majority  of  the  revising  barristers  came  to  a 
resolution  that  they  would  require  a  claimant  to  prove 
his  qualification,  wherever  an  objection  had  been  made 
to  it ;  but  that  where  no  objection  had  been  made,  they 
would  assume  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  all  persons 
qualified  to  object,  and  would  supply  any  omission, 
upon  receiving  satisfactory  evidence,  to  enable  them  to 
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do  so.     That  determination  seems  to  have  been  present        1848. 
to  the  mind  of  the  legislature  when  the  stat.  6  Vict  c.  18. 


Baktutt 

was  passed.     The  fortieth  section  of  that  act  makes  a  ▼• 


dbtinction  between  cases  where  the  party  is  objected  to, 
and  where  he  is  not.  If  the  name  of  the  party,  or  his 
place  of  abode,  or  the  nature  or  description  of  his 
qualification,  be  insufficiently  described^or  the  purpose 
of  being  identified^  then  the  barrister  is  to  supply  the 
omission,  if  the  matter  omitted  be  supplied  to  his  satis- 
faction. Thus,  if  the  number  of  the  house  were 
omitted,  the  revising  barrister,  it  is  apprehended,  might 
exercise  the  power  given  him  by  the  act,  and  insert  the 
number.  So,  if  the  party's  qualification  consisted  of  a 
house,  which  was  described  as  a  *'  building,"  the  bar- 
rister might  strike  out  the  word  *^  building,"  and  insert 
<^  house."  But  the  proviso  which  follows  this  part  of 
the  clause  expressly*  enacts  that,  whether  any  person 
shall  be  objected  to  or  not,  no  evidence  shall  be  given 
of  any  o/A^  qualification  than  that  which  is  described  in 
the  list  of  voters  or  claim,  except  for  the  purpose  of 
more  accurately  defining  the  same ;  and  where  the  party 
has  been  objected  to,  and  notice  of  objection  has  been 
proved,  the  barrister  is  to  expunge  the  name  of  the 
claimant  from  the  list,  unless  it  be  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  barrister  that  the  party  was  entitled  on 
the  last  day  otjuly  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list 
in  respect  of  the  qualification  described  in  such  list. 
The  ban-ister  is  bound,  therefore,  to  hold  the  party 
strictly  to  the  proof  of  his  qualification  as  it  is  described 
in  the  list.  The  addition  of  a  house  in  another  street 
would  not  be  within  the  authority  given  by  the  former 
part  of  the  aet.  A  new  and  a  different  qualification 
would  be  substituted  for  the  qualification  originally  in- 
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184S'        serted  in  the  list,  just  as  much  as  if  *^  land  "  were  added 
Ba»tlbtt""  ^  *  house  below  the  annual  value  of  10/.     Then,  is 
J^'  there  any  practical  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  premises 

which  the  claimant  has  successively  occupied?  It  can- 
not be  contended  that  any  such  difficulty  would  present 
itself  to  the  claimant,  as  he  must  know  what  premises 
he  has  occupied  for  the  last  twelve  months ;  and  it  would 
be  just  as  easy  for  him  to  communicate  the  description  of 
them  to  the  overseers,  as  it  would  be  for  the  overseers 
to  insert  them  in  the  list.  Even  if  the  overseers  n^lect 
to  act  upon  the  information  supplied  to  them  before  the 
making  out  of  the  lists,  the  party  is  not  without  a  re- 
medy ;  for,  by  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  stat  6  Vict. 
c.  18.,  every  person  desirous  of  being  registered  for  a 
different  qualification  than  that  for  which  his  name  ap- 
peal's in  the  list,  may  give  a  notice  of  claim  to  the  over- 
seers, stating  the  particulars  of  bis  qualification.  No 
difficulty,  therefore,  can  ensue  from  upholding  the  de- 
cision of  the  revising  barrister  on  this  point.  On  the 
other  hand,  much  inconvenience  will  follow  if  it  should 
be  held  that  he  was  wrong.  If  it  should  be  now  deter- 
mined that  the  description  of  a  party's  qualification  may 
be  amended  by  inserting  in  the  list  two  or  more 
houses,  where  he  has  claimed  to  vote  in  respect  of  the 
occupation  of  one,  the  next  question  which  will  arise 
will  be,  whether  a  garden,  or  a  field  adjoining  a  house 
may  not  also  be  added,  in  order  to  make  up  a  good 
qualification ;  and  it  will  be  extremely  difficult  to  decide 
what  omissions  the  revising  barrister  may  correct,  and 
what  he  may  not. 

Creasy  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  xmU. 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the        1843. 
Court 

Iq  this  case  the  name  of  the  appellant  had  been  in-  ■  ^^ 
serted  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
election  of  members  for  the  borough  of  Lewes^  in  re- 
spect of  property  occupied  within  the  parish  of  All 
SaintSj  and  the  appellant's  qualification  described  in  the 
list  was  a  hoose  in  East  Street.  An  objection  having 
been  made  to  the  appellant's  name,  he  was  required  by 
the  revising  barrister  to  prove  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  his  name  inserted  in  such  list  in  respect  of  the 
qualification  therein  described;  and  the  case  states  thut 
it  was  proved  that  the  appellant  had  occupied  as  tenant 
a  house.  No.  10.  East  Street ^  in  the  parish  of  All  Saints^ 
within  the  borough,  since  the  25th  of  December  1842; 
and  that  he  had  removed  into  that  house  immediately^ 
and  without  any  interval  of  time^  from  another  house^ 
situate  m  West  Street^  in  the  parish  of  St.Johii^  within 
the  said  borough,  which  he  had  occupied  as  tenant  for 
considerably  more  than  six  months  previous  to  his  re« 
moval ;  and  that  each  of  those  houses  was  of  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  more  than  10/.  It  was  objected  that 
upon  this  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  appellant's 
qualification  consisted  of  the  occupation  by  him  of  the 
two  houses  in  immediate  succession,  and  not  merely  of 
the  house  in  East  Street  described  in  the  list,  and  there* 
fore  that  his  name  should  be  expunged  from  the  list. 
It  was  answered  by  the  appellant,  that  his  qualification 
was  correctly  described,  and  that  even  if  it  were  not, 
that  the  description  might  be  amended  by  the  revising 
barrister,  under  the  provisions  of  the  stat  6  Vid.  e.  18. 
5. 40.  The  revising  barrister  decided  that  it  had  not 
been  proved  that  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  have  his 
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184S.  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters,  in  respect  of  the 
"^  qualification  described  in  such  list,  and  that  he  had  no 
power  to  make  the  amendment  suggested  by  the  appel- 
lant ;  and  thereupon  he  expunged  the  name  of  the  ap- 
pellant from  the  list  The  question  submitted  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether,  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  case,  the  name  of  the  appellant 
was  rightly  expunged  from  the  list?  and  we  think  that 
it  was.  By  the  staU  6  Vict,  c.  18.  5.40.  it  is  enacted, 
that,  whether  any  person  shall  be  objected  to  or  not,  no 
evidence  shall  be  given  of  any  other  qualification  than 
that  which  is  described  in  the  list  of  voters  or  claims, 
and  that  where  the  name  of  any  person  inserted  in  any 
list  of  voters  shall  have  been  objected  to,  and  notice  of 
the  objection  given,  the  revising  barrister  shall  require 
it  to  be  proved  that  the  person  so  objected  to  was  en- 
titled on  the  last  day  of  Jtdt/  then  next  preceding  to 
have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters,  in  respect 
of  the  qualification  described  in  such  list ;  and  in  case 
the  same  shall  not  be  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  such 
barrister,  he  shall  expunge  the  name  of  such  person 
from  the  list.  The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the 
appellant  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the 
list,  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  the  house  in  Easi 
Street^  without  any  evidence  of  any  other  qualification  ; 
or,  in  other  words,  whether  his  qualification  to  vote 
consisted  of  his  occupation  of  the  house  in  East  Street^ 
or  of  his  occupation  in  immediate  succession  of  the  two 
houses  described  in  the  case. 

By  the  stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  5.  27.  it  is  enacted,  that 
every  male  person  of  full  age,  and  not  subject  to  any 
legal  incapacity,  who  shall  occupy  within  the  borough, 
as  owner  or  tenant,  any  house  of  the  clear  yearly  value 
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of  not  less  than  102.,  shall,  if  duly  registered  according        1843. 
to  the  provisions  thereinafter  contained,  be  entitled  to      pAK^Lki.^"^ 
vote  in  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  parliament 
for  such  borough.      Now,  if  the  clause  had  stopped 
here,  the  occupation  by  the  appellant  of  the  house  in 
East  Street,  would  have  entitled  him  to  vote.     But  the 
section  proceeds,  **  Provided  always,  that  no  such  per- 
son shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year,  unless  he  shall 
have  occupied  such  premises  as  aforesaid,  for  twelve 
calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  Juty 
in  such  year."    Under  this  section,  therefore,  the  appel- 
lant would  not  be  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in 
the  list  of  voters,  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  the 
house  in  East  Street,  for  he  had  not  occupied  that  house 
for  twelve  calendar  months*      But  by  sect.  28.,  it  is 
enacted,  that  the  premises  in  respect  of  the  occupation 
of  which  any  person  shall  be  entitled  to  be  registered  in 
any  year,  and  to  vote  in  the  election  for  any  borough  as 
aforesaid,  shall  not  be  required  to  be  the  same  premises, 
bat  may  be  different  premises  occupied  in  immediate 
succession  by  such  person,  during  the  twelve  calendar 
months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such 
year.      Under  this   section   the   appellant  was  clearly 
entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters ; 
and  the  first  question  is,  whether  he  was  entitled  to  have 
it  inserted  in  respect  of  his  occupation  of  the  house  in 
East  Street  alone,  or  whether  his  occupation  of  the 
house  in  West  Street  formed  a  part  of  his  qualification, 
and  ought  to  have  been  described  in  the  list.     On  the 
part  of  the  appellant  it  was  insisted,  that  the  right  to 
vote  for  a  borough  was  given  to  the  occupier  of  premises, 
of  the  description  and  value  mentioned  in  the  early  part 
of  the  twen^-seventh  section,  without  reference  to  the 
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1-84>S,        duration  of  his  occupation,  provided  the  occupier's  name 
Ba»tl«ti      ^"^  qualification  were  duly  registered;  and   that,  al- 

Q^  though  by  the  proviso  added  to  that  section,  and  by  the 
enactments  of  the  twenty-eighth  section,  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  registration  of  such  occupier's  name  and 
qualification  was  introduced  —  that  he  should  have  oc- 
cupied for  twelve  calendar  months,,  either  the  premises 
in  respect  of  which  he  claimed  a  right  to  vote,  or  those 
premises  and  some  other  similar  premises  within  the 
borough  in  immediate  succession — yet  that  the  premises 
in  respect  of  which  he  was  entitled  to  vote,  and  there^ 
fore  the  premises  to  be  described  as  his  qualification, 
were  the  premises  occupied  by  him  on  the  last  day  of 
July.  And  it  was  urged,  that  this  view  of  the  case  was 
confirmed  by  the  circumstance  that  it  is  not  required 
that  the  period  of  the  occupation  should  be  stated  in 
the  lists,  and  that  the  forms  prescribed  in  the  schedules 
are  not  adapted  to  the  description  of  any  other  premises 
than  those  in  the  occupation  of  the  voter  at  the  timq  of 
the  registration,  especially  where  the  earlier  occupation 
was  of  premises  in  some  other  parish.  But  we  think 
that  the  decision  of  this  question  ought  not  to  depend 
upon  a  critical  examination  of  the  forms  in  the  schedule, 
which  are  inserted  merely  as  examples,  and  are  only  to 
be  followed  implicitly,  so  far  as  the  circumstances  of  each 
case  may  admit.  And,  looking  at  the  whole  scope  and 
object  of  the  different  enactments  relevant  to  this  ques- 
tion, we  consider  that  the  appellant's  title  to  have  his 
name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters,  rested  upon  his  oc- 
cupation of  the  two  houses  in  immediate  succession,  and 
that  he  ought  to  have  been  registered  for  both  those 
houses,  th^  occupation  of  which  in  succession  constituted 
his  qualification  to  vote ;  for  we  think  that  the  legisla- 
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ture  intended  that  the  registration  list  should  a£Pord  such  184S. 
information  of  the  nature  and  situation  of  the  premises,  BAi.fLHT 
in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  which  each  person  claimed 
a  right  to  vote,  as  would  enable  the  other  voters  to  as- 
certain by  inquiry  the  su£Bciency  of  the  occupation  and 
value  of  such  premises.  And  it  is  obvious,  that,  for 
such  a  purpose,  in  cases  of  successive  occupation,  the 
description  of  the  premises  formerly  occupied  by  the 
claimant  would  be  at  least  as  necessary  as  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  premises  still  in  his  occupation;  for,  without 
such  information,  it  might  be  difficult  to  prevent  sur- 
prise and  fraud  on  the  one  hand,  or  to  avoid  groundless 
opposition  on  the  other.  '  And  we  think  the  language  of 
the  fortieth  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  and  of  the 
twenty-eighth  section  of  the  stat.  2  W.  ^.  c.  45.  suffi- 
ciently explicit  to  carry  this  intention  into  effect 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  a  description  of 
all  the  premises  occupied  in  succession  during  the  twelve 
calendar  months,  should  be  insert  in  the  list  as  form- 
ing the  voter's  qualification.  And  as  the  whole  object 
of  the  notice  would  be  defeated  if  the  omission  of  any 
part  of  such  qualification  could  be  remedied  at  the 
Court  of  Revision,  we  are  also  of  opinion  that  the 
addition  of  the  premises  in  West  Street  to  the  qualifi- 
cation inserted  in  the  list,  would  be  a  change  in  the 
description  of  the  qualification,  not  warranted  by  the 
provisions  of  the  fortieth  section  of  the  statute  of  Vic^ 
^oria;  and  that  the  revising  barrister  was  right  in  re- 
using to  make  such  alteration,  and  in  expunging  the 
name  of  the  appellant  from  the  list. 

Decision  affirmed. 


CASES 

|g44.  ABGUED  AND  DETERIONED 

IX  THE 

COURT  OF   COMMON  PLEAS 

UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18. 


MICHAELMAS  AND   EASTER  TERMS, 

IN  THE 

SEVENTH  TEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  .OF  VICTORIA. 


jpru^d.  Allan,  Appellant,  and  Waterhouse, 

Respondent,  (a) 

A  notice  of  ob-  'T^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
^^ed  open  and  Edward  Erastus  Deacon^  Esq.|  the  revising  barrister 

ITposuuMter*!     f^**  ^^®  borough  of  Bradford. 

derif^Miffi-  '^'^^  ^^*^^  stated  that,  on  behalf  of  the  objector,  it 
^*"T!^"  ***  ^^  proved  that  a  proper  notice  of  objection  had  been 
CIS.  1. 100.      delivered  to  the  overseers ;  and  all  the  directions  of  the 

Stat.  6  VicL  c.  18.  were  also  proved  to  have  been  strictly 
observed,  except  that  the  notice  directed  to  the  party 
whose  vote  was  objected  to,  was  delivered  open  and  in 
duplicate  to  the  postmaster's  managing  clerk,  instead  of 

(a)  See  oppofite  page. 
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to  the  postmaster  himself.     On  the  production  of  the        1844. 
stamped  duplicate  by  the  party  who  posted  such  notice,        Allak 
the  revising  barrister  decided  that  thb  was  evidence  of   ^     ^' 
the  notice  having  been  given  to  the  person  at  the  place 
mentioned  in  such  duplicate  on  the  day  on  which  such 
notice  would,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been 
delivered  at  such  place.     The  name  of  the  party  ob- 
jected to^  and  those  of  twenty-eiffht  other  persons  simi- 
larly situated,  were  then   expunged  from  the  list  of 
voters. 

Bompas  Seijt,  for  the  appellant,  in  Michaelmas  term, 
Nooember  16th.  It  is  submitted  that  the  names  of  the 
parties  ought  to  be  restored  to  the  list.  By  the  stat. 
6  Via.  c.  18.  5. 100.  it  is  enacted,  <<  that  it  shall  be  suiG. 
cient,  in  every  case  of  notice  to  any  person  objected  to 
in  any  list  of  county,  city,  or  borough  voters,  and  in 
the  livery  list  of  the  city  of  London^  and  also  in  the  case 
of  county  voters  to  the  occupying  tenant  wl¥>se  name 
and  place  of  abode  appears  in  such  respective  list  as 
aforesaid,  if  the  notice  so  required  to  be  given  as  afore- 

[1843.] 

Ncnember  IS. 

(a)  When  tbii  appeal  was  called  on  in  the  order  in  which  it  stood  upon    '^^  ^^^  ^  yid, 

^  list  of  appeals,  the  appellant  had  not  delivered  his  paper  books.  e.  18.  s.  60. 

enacts  that  aU 

I  L.  Jdolphus,  for  the  respondent,  said  that  his  client  had  delivered   appc^s  (rom 

,  the  revising 

piper  books  to  the  two  junior  puisne  judges,  but  that  as  he  had  not  de-   barristers  £all 

limed  them  to  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  the  senior  puisne  judge,  he   be  prosecuted 

vistftaid  be  was  not  in  a  situation  to  take  advantage  of  the  appeIUnt*s  "fcoi^'pg  ^ 
j^  the  ordinary 

*»»lt.  rule,  and  prac- 

tice  of  the 
TiirsAL  C  J.     No ;  if  the  respondent  had  delivered  them,  he  might   Court  with  re- 

^  pravcd  the  judgment  of  the  Court ;  but  as  it  is,  the  case  must  stand   *P^^  ^  ^tecial 

cojef ,  so  far  as 

^'^'  thesamemaybe 

applicable;  and 

tlie  appellant,  therefore,  ought  to  deliver  paper  books  to  the  Chief  Justice  and  the  senior 

pune  judge,  and  the  respondent  to  the  two  junior  puisne  judges  of  the  Court. 
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1844.    '    said  shall  be  sent  by  the  post,  free  of  postage,  or  the 
Xllak        ^^^  chargeable  as  postage  for  the  same  being  first  paid. 


V. 

Watuhouiv* 


directed  to  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  sent, 
at  his  place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  said  list  of 
voters ;  and  whenever  any  person  shall  be  desirous  of 
sending  any  such  notice  of  objection  by  the  post,  he 
shall  deliver  the  same,  duly  directed,  open  and  ia 
duplicate,  to  the  postmaster  of  any  posto£Bce  where 
money  orders  are  received  and  paid,  within  such  hours  as 
shall  have  been  previously  given  notice  of  at  such  post** 
office,  and  under  such  regulations  with  respect  to  the 
registration  of  such  letters,  and  the  fee  to  be  paid  for  such 
registration  (which  fee  shall  in  no  case  exceed  2d.  over 
and  above  the  ordinary  rate  of  postage),  as  shall  from 
time  to  time  be  made  by  the  postmaster  general  in  that 
behalf;  and  in  all  cases  in  which  such  fee  shall  have 
been  duly  paid,  the  postmaster  shall  compare  the  said 
notice  and  the  dtqilicate^  and,  on  being  satisfied  that 
they  are  alike  in  their  address  and  in  their  contents, 
shsiXfonmrd  one  of  them  to  its  address  by  thepost^  and 
shall  return  the  other  to  the  party  bringing  the  same, 
dtdy  stamped  with  the  stamp  of  the  said  post-qffice  ;  and 
the  production  by  the  party  who  posted  such  notice  of 
such  stamped  duplicate  shall  be  evidence  of  the  notice 
having  been  given  to  the  person  at  the  place  mentioned 
in  such  duplicate  on  the  day  on  which  such  notice 
would,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been  de- 
livered to  such  place*"  The  question  for  the  decision 
of  the  Court  is,  simply,  whether  the  duty  of  comparing 
the  notice  and  duplicate  is  cast  upon  the  postmaster 
himself,  or  whether  it  is  one  wliicii  can  be  performed 
by  deputy.  It  is  apprehended  that  it  was  the  manifest 
intention  of  the  legislature  to  intrust  the  discharge  of 
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this  duty  to  the  postmaster  alone.    One  object  of  the        1844. 
clause  was  to  relieve  objectors  from  the  difficulty  which        ~jj^^ 
formerly  stood  in  the  way  of  giving  notices  of  objec- 
tions ;  but  it  had  also  another  object  in  view,  and  that 
was  to  protect  the  parties  whose  names  were  on  the  list 
of  voters.     The  act,  therefore,  does  not  provide  that 
<tV7^  postmaster  shall  receive  and  compare  these  notices 
sod  duplicates,  but  only  those  at  whose  offices  money 
orders  are  received  and  paid.     Those  postmasters  only 
are  selected  for  the  performance  of  this  duty  who  may 
be  considered,   in  an  especial  degree,  persons  of  in- 
t^ty  and  independence.    It  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
act  is  very   precise  in  requiring  that  the  matters  to 
which  the  clause  relates  shall  be  done  by  particular  per- 
sons.   The  stamped  duplicate  is  not  to  be  evidence  of 
itself:  but,  in  order  to  make  it  evidence,  it  must  be 
produced  by  the  party  who  posted  the  notice  of  objec- 
tbn.    It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  postmaster  <:annot 
delate  a  clerk  to  perform  this  duty.     iMaule  J.   Does 
the  section  apply  to  the  General  Post-Office  in  London? 
If  so,  must  the  Postmaster- General  receive  and  compare 
these  notices  and  duplicates  ?]     Perhaps  not ;  but  if  it 
should  hereafter  appear  that  there  is  no  other  postmaster 
in  London  than  the   Postmaster-General,  that  would 
amoont,  at  the  worst,  to  a  casus  omissus  in  the  statute. 
It  may,  however,  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
tore  not  to  include  London.     It  is  clear  that  every  place 
^  which  there  is  a  post-office  was  not  contemplated,  as 
the  section  expressly  specifies  those  where  money  orders 
^  received  and  paid ;  and  these  words  would  exclude 
a  Tery  large  number  of  places  in  which  there  is  a  post- 
^'ffioe.     If,  therefore,  a  party  lives  in  a  place  in  the 
^otry  where  money  orders  are  not  received  and  paid 
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1844.        at  the  post-office,  he  cannot  send  a  notice  of  objection 
'j^^^        by  the  post.     But  further,  the  duty  required  of  the 
Wa  bIh  postmaster  more  nearly  resembles  a  judicial  than  a  mi- 

nisterial act.  He  is  to  compare  the  notice  and  dupli- 
cate, and  is  to  satisfy  himself  that  they  are  alike  in  their 
address  and  in  their  contents.  He  must  act,  therefore, 
upon  his  own  judgment ;  and  the  distinction  between  a 
ministerial  and  a  judicial  act  is,  that  in  the  former  the 
,party  is  not  obliged  to  satisfy  his  own  mind.  The  post- 
master, therefore,  cannot  appoint  a  clerk  to  do  this  duty 
for  him.  Besides,  the  clerk  has  not  the  power  to  send 
the  letter  away  which  contains  the  notice  of  objection. 
The  power  to  do  so  is  vested  in  the  postmaster  alone. 
Mbreover,  the  postmaster  is  selected  as  an  impartial 
and  independent  person,  as  he  has  not  a  right  to  vote, 
which  his  clerk  may  or  may  not  have.  Again,  in  the 
interpretation  clause,  which  is  the  101st  section  of  the 
statute,  various  clerks  and  officers  are  mentioned  who 
are  to  be  included  in  the  words  ^^  town-clerk "  and 
**  clerk  of  the  peace;"  but  it  is  not  said  that  the  word 
*^  postmaster  "  shall  comprehend  and  apply  to  <^  any  de^ 
puty  or  other  person  executing  the  duties  of  such'' 
postmaster.  [^Maule  J.  What  would  you  say  if  there 
were  a  postmistress  ?]  A  duplicate  of  the  notice  of  ob- 
jection, stamped  by  a  postmistress,  would  not  be  evi- 
dence of  the  delivery  of  the  notice,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act  of  parliament,  the  terms  of  which  must  be 
strictly  pursued.  The  interpretation  clause  provides, 
that  where  the  subject  or  context  requires  it,  the  singular 
number  shall  import  the  plural,  and  the  plural  number 
the  singular ;  but  it  does  not  say  that  a  word  importing 
the  masculine  gender  only  shall  extend  and  be  applied 
to  the  feminine,  or  vice  versd.     Upon  the  whole,  there- 
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fore,  it  is  submitted  that,  as  the  objector  has  not  brought        ]  844. 
himself  within  the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  revising        7 
barrister  was  wrong  in  expunging  the  names  of  the   ^     ^* 

voters. 


J.  L.  AdolpAus  for  the  respondent.     One  objection 
raised  by  the  appellant  may  be  conveniently  disposed  of 
without  entering  into  the  general  argument.     By  the 
Stat.  22  G.  S.  c.  41.,  no  post^master,  post-master-general, 
or  his  or  their  deputy  or  deputies,  or  any  person  em- 
ployed by  or  under  him  or  them  in  receiving,  collecting, 
or  managing  the  revenue  of  the  postK)ffice  or  any  part 
thereof,  are  to  vote  at  elections ;  and  so  far,  therefore, 
the  clerk  of  a  postmaster  is  as  much  removed  from  po- 
litical bias  as  the  postmaster  himself.     It  is  submitted, 
Also,  upon  the  general  question,  that  it  is  not  open  to 
the  appellant  to  object  to  the  admissibility  of  the  dupli- 
cate a$  evidence  of  the  service  of  the  notice  of  objection. 
The  act  says  that  the  postmaster  shall  compare  the 
notice  and  duplicate,  and  shall  forward  one  of  them  to 
its  address  by  the  post,  ^^and  shall  return  the  other  to  the 
party  bringing  the  same,  duly  stamped  with  the  stamp 
of  the  said  post-office;  and  the  production  by  the  party 
who  posted  such  notice  of  such  stamped  duplicate  shall 
^eoidenceoi  the  notice  having  been  given."     The  party 
who  posted  the  notice  did  produce  the  duplicate ;  and 
it  was,  therefore,  evidence  of  the  notice  of  objection  hav- 
ing reached  the  party  to  whom  it  was  addressed.     The 
duplicate  is  to  be  stamped,  but  the  clause  does  not  re- 
hire a  to  be  stamped  by  the  postmaster.     The  words 
^  such  stamped  duplicate''  mean  merely  *^  duly  stamp- 
ed," and  it  would  be  going  very  far  indeed  if  the  Court 
were  to  decide  that  these  words  must  be  connected  with 

VOL.  I.  H 
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1844.  all  those  in  the  section  which  precede  them.  It  has 
Allah  ^^>eeB  held  by  the  Courts,  that  where  an  instrument  is 
WatsIhour.  °®^  required  by  law  to  be  stamped  within  a  particular 
time  after  its  execution,  they  will  not  inquire  when  the 
stamp  was  affixed,  nor,  if  a  penalty  was  incurred,  whe- 
ther the  penalty  was  paid  ;  Rex  v.  Preston,  {a)  In  Doe 
<L  Duncan  v.  Edwards  (i),  the  plaintiff  tendered  in  evi- 
dence, in  order  to  prove  a  material  part  of  his  case,  a 
schedule  delivered  by  the  defendant  as  an  insolvent 
debtor.  The  copy  of  the  schedule  was  produced,  with 
a  seal,  purporting  to  be  the  seal  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court :  but  no  proof  was  offered  that  the  seal  really 
was  that  of  the  Court  The  document  was  admitted, 
and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  held  that  it  had  been 
properly  received  in  evidence,  although  in  the  stat.  7 
G.  4.  c.  57.  5.  76.,  there  are  particular  directions  that 
the  copy  of  the  schedule  shall  be  signed  by  the  proper 
officer  of  the  Court.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  in  giving 
judgment,  observed  (r),  "  The  principle  recognised  in 
practice  seems  to  be  that,  when  the  seal  purports  to  be 
that  of  the  Court,  we  take  notice  that  it  is  so."  The 
production,  therefore,  of  the  stamped  duplicate  before 
the  revising  barrister  was  primd  fade  evidence  that  the 
notice  of  objection  had  been  served  upon  the  party  to 
whom  it  was  addressed.  If  the  objector  were  required 
to  shew  that  the  proper  person  had  received  the  notice, 
he  would  not  obtain  any  relief  from  the  stat  6  Vict, 
c.  18.,  which  certainly  was  intended  to  release  him  from 
difficulties  to  which  he  had  been  formerly  subjected. 
If,  however,  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  thac  it  is 

(a)  5  B,^  Ad.  1028.  (6)  9  A,  ^  E.  554. 

(c)  9  A.  Sf  £.  555. 
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competent  to  the  appellant  to  inquire  whether  the  re-        1844. 
quisites  of  the  act  have  been  observed,  it  is  submitted        allak 
that  the  postmaster's   clerk  was  the  airent  of  the  post^    ^     ^* 
master  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  comparing  the 
notioe  and  duplicate.      It  must  be  taken  for  granted 
that  the  legblature  was  acquainted  with  the  practice  at 
Zhe  Post-office.     By  the  stat.  7  fV.  4.  and  1  Vict.  c.  38. 
^.  2.,    the  Postmaster   General,   by  himself  or   by  his 
c3eputies  and  their  respective  servants  and  agents,  is  to 
liave  the  exclusive  privilege  of  conveying  letters  (sub- 
ject to  certain  exceptions)  from   one  place  to  another, 
^nd  of  performing  all  the  incidental  services  of  receiv- 
ing, collecting,    sending,   despatching,   and  delivering 
them.     By  the  ninth  section  of  the  same  statute,  the 
Postmaster  General  is  empowered  to  appoint  deputies, 
^here    posts  or  post  communications  are  established. 
The  postmaster  at    Bradford^  therefore,  being  the  de- 
puty of  the  Postmaster  General,  the  postmaster's  clerk, 
as  his  agent,  was  authorized  by  the  statute  to  ^*  receive 
and  despatch  "  the  letter  containing  the  notice  of  objec- 
tion.   There  is  nothing  in  the  act  which  is  to  be  done,  or 
in  the  nature  of  the  employment,  which  makes  the  per- 
sonal execution  of  the  duty  by  the  postmaster  indispen- 
sable. The  law  on  the  subject  of  the  execution  of  an  office 
by  deputy  is  laid  down  in  Bac.  Abrid.  Offices^  (L),  and 
Cm.  Dig.  Officer,  (B  1.  2.  5.).  In  Midhvrsty.  lVait€[a\ 
which  was  an  action  by  an  innkeeper  against  a  deputy 
high^constable,  for  billeting  soldiers  upon  him.  Lord 
Mansfield  C.  J.,    in  giving  judgment,  says  (6),  ^'  It  is 
t^ng  the  definition  too  large,  to  say  that  every  act 

(«)  3  Butt,  1259.  (6)  3  Burr.  1262. 
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1844.        where  the  judgment  is  at  all  exercised,  is  a  judicial  act." 

V   "  In  the  present  case  all  that  is  required  to  be  done  is  to 

^     ^-  compare  one  letter  with  another,  and  see  that  the  con- 

Watkrhouse.  * 

tents  correspond.  The  performance  of  that  duty 
would  call  for  an  exercise  of  the  judgment,  but  so 
would  the  direction  of  a  letter  to  a  barrister  on  circuit, 
who  might  happen  to  have  left  the  town  to  which  the 
letter  was  originally  addressed.  In  altering  the  direc- 
tion, the  clerk  would  exercise  a  sort  of  judicial  discre- 
tion ;  but  the  act  would  be  merely  ministerial.  In 
Phelps  V.  tVinchcomb  (a),  a  question  was  raised  whether 
a  constable  might  make  a  deputy  to  arrest  a  person, 
upon  a  warrant  directed  to  him  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace ;  and  it  was  held  that  he  might.  It  is  submitted 
that,  in  the  present  case,  the  word  ^'postmaster" 
includes  his  servant  or  agent ;  but  if  the  language  of 
the  act  be  of  doubtful  meaning,  the  argument  of  incon- 
venience will  apply.  The  appellant  has  been  driven  to 
the  admission  that  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  there 
is  any  postmaster  in  London  authorized  to  receive  and 
compare  these  notices  and  duplicates.  If  that  were  so, 
the  greatest  inconvenience  would  be  the  result.  \Ma\dei. 
The  100th  section  refers  to  the  livery  o{ London;  so 
that  it  is  clear  that  the  persons  who  framed  the  act  had 
London  in  view.  Erskine  J.  It  would  seem  that  the 
appointment  of  certain  hours  for  the  performance  of 
the  duty  in  question  was  intended  to  suit  the  con- 
venience of  the  postmaster.]  It  would  be  equally 
convenient  to  his  deputies,  particularly  in  large  towns, 
such  as  Liverpool^  Manchester^  or  Bristol,  Ac  all 
events,  supposing  the  postmaster  to  have  neglected  his 

(a)  S  Bulsi.  77. 
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c/otj,  the  public  ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  ;   Leak  v.         1844. 

fzFi/ivett  (a).     It  appeared  in  that  case  that  an  agreement        allIw 

h^Ld  been  made    by  the  defendants  with  one  Richard 

*tysy  a  deputy  of  the  deputy  of  the  customer  in  Penrtfti^ 

answer  to  the  Queen  the  customs  and  duties  which 

should  be  found  due  upon  all  goods  which  were  the 

si:m1)ject  of  the  information ;    and    the  Court  said  that 

^f^dchard  Enys  **  was  deputy  injacto,  and  exercised  the 

Enlace  in  the  custom-house;  and,  although  he  were  not 

^<^  jure,  that   shall  not  prejudice  the  merchants,  who 

ade   their  compositions   with   him."      In   Parker  v. 

ft  (A),  a  deputy  pro  h&c  vice  of  a  deputy-steward  of 

^    manor  took  a  surrender  of  copyhold  lands,  and  it  was 

^^Id  that,  admitting  the  authority  to  have  been  originally 

^^fective,  he  was  a  sufficient  steward  defacto^  and  that 

^t^e  surrender  was  for  that  reason  good.     So  here,  the 

^  uplicate  and  notice  have  been  compared  by  the  post- 

^^aster'dejacio.      Taking,  therefore,  into  consideration 

^lie  fact  that  a  statutory  proof  has  been  given  of  the 

3^«rvice  of  the  notice,  and  also  that  the  act  of  comparing 

^lie  duplicate  with    the   notice   of  objection  is  merely 

^ministerial,  and  may,  therefore,  well  be  performed  by 

deputy,  and  that,  under  any  circumstances,  the  public 

ought  not  to  suffer  from  the  postmaster's  neglect  of 

duty,  it  is  submitted  that  the  service  of  the  notice  of 

objection  was  good,  and  that  the  decision  of  the  revising 

barrister  was  right. 

Bompas  Seijt.  replied. 

Cur.  adv*  udt. 

(a)  Cro.  EHx.  533.         (6)  1  Sa&,  95.    S.  C.  1  Lord  Raytm.  658. 
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1844.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Allak  Tindal  C.  J.     The  question  before  us  in  this  case 

was,  whether  the  delivery  of  the  notice  directed  to  fVil- 
Ham  Allan,  the  person  whose  vote  was  objected  to,  was 
a  sufficient  delivery  within  the  meaning  of  the  100th 
section  of  6  Vict.  c.  18. 

The  objection  taken  before  the  revising  barrister  was, 
that  the  notices,  both  open  and  in  duplicate,  were  deli- 
vered to  the  postmaster's  managing  clerk  instead  of  the 
postmaster  himself,  who  was  proved  to  be  absent  from 
Bradford  at  the  time  such  notice  was  delivered,  and 
that  the  duties,  as  well  of  comparing  the  notice  with  the 
duplicate,  as  of  stamping  and  returning  the  latter  to  the 
party  bringing  the  same,  were  performed  by  the  manag- 
ing cierk,  and  not  by  the  postmaster  himself.  And 
whether  this  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  requi- 
sites of  the  100th  section  of  the  statute,  was  the  ques- 
tion. The  revising  barrister  held  that  it  was;  and, 
upon  consideration,  we  think  his  decision  is  right. 

I  must  confess  that  my  mind  was  at  first  strongly 
inclined  to  the  opinion  that  the  proper  construction  of 
the  statute  reijuireil  the  ^ev^^ml  acts  specified  in  the 
100th  section  to  be  |)er&MruK\l  by  the  |x>stmaster ;  found- 
ing my  opinion  prina^vUlv  i>n  the  ground  that  the  post- 
master is  nanieit  in  the  $ec|jk>i\  without  any  mention  of  a 
deputy  or  assistant :  and  ih^i  the  inteqiretation  clause 
(sect.  101.),  which  in  s^^ne  m;i^t;Ances  authorises  acts 
directed  to  be  |H*rft>nneil  bv  pruKipais.  to  be  performed 
by  subordinate  officen^.  is  silent  as  to  the  office  of  post- 
master. But,  upon  further  e*.>i\$i^leRiiion,  I  agree  with 
my  brethren  in  tliinkuig  th^t  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature was  to  authorise  the*e  aoi>  to  Ix*  done  by  a  clerk 
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or  servaDt  of  the  postmaster  at  the  office,  acting  in  his        1844. 
aid  and  assistance,  and   under  his  direction  and  con-         T 

Allan 

troul.  ▼. 

Watskhousi. 

That  the  term,  "  postmaster,"  where  it  first  occurs  in 
the  section,  cannot  be  strictly  and  literally  confined  to 
the  postmaster  personally,  seems  necessarily  to  follow 
from  the  extreme  inconvenience  that  must  result  if  such 
a  construction  should  be  adopted.     According  to  the 
terms  of  the  act,  the  notice  and  its  duplicate  are  to  be 
delivered  to  the  postmaster.     The  delivery,  therefore, 
even  to  a  clerk  or  servant  at  the  office,  although  all  the 
subsequent  duties  were   performed  by  the  postmaster 
himself,  would,  upon  that  construction,  be  no  compli- 
ance with  the  statute.    The  very  hand  of  the  postmaster 
himself  must  be  that  into  which  the  notice  is  delivered, 
fiut  the  postmaster  may  be  personally  unknown  to  the 
party  who  brings  the  documents.     What  evidence  is  he 
to  furnish  himself  with,  that  the  delivery  was  made  to 
the  real   postmaster,  if  that  point   should   afterwards 
be  contested?    In  what  state  of  uncertainty  must  the 
party  who  sends  his  notice  by  the  post  be  left,  if,  at  the 
time  when  he  means  to  avail  himself  of  it,  he  is  liable  to 
be  defeated  by  evidence  that  it  was  not  the  postmaster 
himself,  but  a  clerk,  who  took  it  from  his  hands  ?    The 
same  difficulty  would  equally  apply  to  the  performance 
of  the  other  duties  imposed  on  the  postmaster ;  for^  it 
would  be  dangerous  and  inconvenient  that,  after  the 
objecting  party  has  complied  with  the  requisites  of  the 
statute  so  far  as  he  was  able,  evidence  might  be  given 
that  the  postmaster  was  disabled  by  illness  to  attend 
personally  at  the  time,  or  absent  from  some  other  un- 
known cause;  and  that  the  duties  were  performed  (as 
in  thb  instance)  by  his  managing  clerk.    And,  further, 
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1844.  if  the  statute  meant  that  in  every  case  the  comparison  of 
Allan  ^®  ^^^  documents  must  be  made  by  the  postmaster 
himself,  it  is  obvious  that  iii  populous  places,  take 
London^  for  example,  where  a  great  number  of  these 
notices  might  come  at  the  same  time,  and  immediate 
transmission  might  be  necessary,  a  compliance  with  the 
statute  would  be  absolutely  impracticable,  if  the  eye  and 
mind  of  the  postmaster  himself  was  essential  to  give 
validity  to  the  notice,  and  the  assistance  of  a  clerk  or 
servant  inadmissible. 

That  the  duty  required  by  the  act  may  as  well  be 
performed  by  an  assistant  managing  clerk  as  by  the  post- 
master himself,  is  undeniable.  It  cannot  be  said  with 
any  ground  of  reason,  that  the  comparing  the  two  do- 
cuments together,  and  pronouncing  them  to  agree,  is  a 
judicial  act;  the  receiving  the  documents,  the  stamping 
and  returning  one  of  them  to  the  person  bringing  them, 
it  is  needless  to  say  are  ministerial  acts,  and  those  of  the 
very  lightest  order.  We  must  therefore  think,  if  the 
legislature  had,  for  any  reason,  intended  to  confine  the 
performance  of  the  duty  to  the  postmaster  personally, 
there  would  have  been  an  express  provision  to  that 
effect ;  and  that  all  that  was  required  by  the  legislature 
was,  that  the  party  should  deliver  the  notice,  open  and 
in  duplicate,  at  the  proper  post-office,  for  examination 
within  the  hours  properly  notified  under  the  act ;  that 
he  should  pay  the  proper  fee  for  its  registration,  and 
wait  for  and  receive  back  one  of  the  duplicates  stamped 
with  the  post-office  stamp,  after  which  the  production 
of  such  stamped  duplicate  is  made  sufficient  evidence  of 
the  service  of  the  notice.  And,  as  this  appears  to  have 
been  substantially  complied  with  in  the  present  case,  we 
hold  the  objection  to  the  notice  fails,  and  that  the  de- 
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cision  of  the  revising  barrister  is  right,  and   must  be         1844*. 

affirmed.  Allah 


Decision  affirmed.    „,     ^• 

V  Watskhousk 


DoBSON,  Knight,  Appellant,  and  Jones,  Re-       Apni  30. 

spondent. 

rjPON  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  The  appellant, 

barrister  for  the  borough  of  Greenwich^  the  follow-   Greenwich  Hot- 

ing  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  as  tuc?^^*   ' 

«  Borough  of  Green-  t  At  the  Court  held  before  me,  fng"^  thl*""^' 

wichf  to  wit         J     James  Espinasse^   Barrister-  ConMnjwionere 

•^  r  ^  of  the  Hospital, 

at-Law,  duly  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  in  the  infirmary, 

(which  house 

toe  borough  of  Greenwich.  was  appro- 

*'  William  Jones  objected  to  the  name  of  Sir  Richard  surgeon  for  the 
Dcbsaii  being  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters  entitled  to  and^had'cScu- 
vote  in  the  election  of  members  of  parliament  for  the  hl^l^^'Jifa^ 
borough   of  Greenwich^  in   the  parish  of  Greenwich^  in  '^^"^  -^ 
respect  of  the  qualification  for  which  his  name  was  in-  regulations  the 

officers  of  the 

serted  in  the  list,  —  that  is  to  say,  hospital  are  to 

inhabit  the 

House    I    Infirmary,  Greenwich  Hospital.    \  d^to  Uiot, 

and  no  ex- 

"  The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows :  —  The  appel-  can  be  made 
lant,  who  is  the  surgeon  to   Greenwich  Hospital^    has  ^rmksionof 
occupied  a  house  at  the  Infirmary  at  the  Hospital  for  ^^  ^."*? 

*  J  tr  Commissioners. 

the  last  nineteen  years,  and   upwards;    it  is  a  house  The  surgeon 

•^  *^  IS  only  re- 

appropriated  for  the  surgeon  of  the  Hospital,  and  he  movable  by 

the  Admiralty, 
and  that  for 
BuibefaaTiour.     Held,  that  under  these  circumstances  the  appellant  did  not  occupy  either 
tt  owner  or  tenant,  within  the  meaning  of  tlie  stat  2  W,  4.  c.  45.  <.  27. 

The  nanie  of  the  appellant  was  on  the  rate  books,  as  rated  for  the  house,  but  neither  rates 
OCT  window  taxes  had  been  demanded  of  him,  nor  had  he  paid  or  tendered  the  amount, 
which  was  paid  by  the  Commifisioners  of  the  Hospital.  Quaere,  whether  such  payment  was 
*  sufficient  payment  by  the  ocatpier  of  the  premises,  within  the  twenty-seventh  section  of 
thcitat  2  IT.  4.  C.45.? 
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1844.        occupies  it  as  such.     He  took  possession  of  the  house 
DoMo         upon  being  appointed  surgeon,    and  has   occupied  it 
^-  ever  since^  The  house  is  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of 

10/.  and  upwards.  The  furniture  in  the  house  belongs 
to  hinu  He  did  not  pay  for  any  fixtures  on  going  into 
the  house,  and  if  any  repairs  are  required,  he  applies  to 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Hospital,  by  whom  whatever 
is  necessary  is  done.  The  name  of  the  appellant  is 
upon  the  rate  books,  as  rated  for  the  house,  and  the 
rates  and  window  tax  in  respect  of  it  have  been  paid. 
It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  no  poor  rates  or  window 
tax  have  ever  been  demanded  from  the  appellant,  nor 
has  he  ever  paid,  or  tendered,  the  amount  of  any  rate 
or  tax  for  the  said  house ;  but  that  the  rates  and  window 
tax  have  always  been  paid  by  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Hospital.  It  was  also  stated  by  the  appellant,  that  he 
had  never  had  any  communication  with  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners of  the  Admiralty,  by  whom  he  was  appointed 
surgeon  to  the  Hospital,  upon  the  subject  of  the  pay- 
ment of  the  rates.  The  appellant  stated  that  he  had  a 
written  appointment,  but  he  did  not  produce  it,  nor 
shew  by  any  evidence  by  what  tenure  be  holds  the  office 
of  surgeon.  A  printed  paper,  purporting  to  be  parti- 
culars of  part  of  an  order  in  council  of  the  23d  of 
January  1805,  containing  certain  orders,  rules,  and  re- 
gulations, was  produced  by  the  appellant,  and  which  he 
stated  he  had  received  from  the  office  of  the  Inspector 
General  of  Hospitals  at  the  Admiralty  Office,  contain- 
ing the  following  order  :  — 

*  Surgeons  of  Hospitals,  when  not  provided  witli  a 
residence  within  the  Hospital,  to  be  allowed  15^.  a  week 
lodging  money.' 

*'  A  book  was  also  produced,  copies  of  whicli  had  been 
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furnished  by  the  government  to  the  different  officers  of  1844. 
the  Hospital,  containing  regulations  established  by  the  dowon 
Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  for  the  govern- 
ment of  Grre^TiWfVA  Hospital^  dated  Jime^ih^  1829,  and 
one  of  those  regulations  is  as  follows :  — 

'  All  officers  and  others  having  separate  apartments 
are  to  inhabit  those  assigned  to  them,  and  no  exchanges, 
or  other  appropriation  of  apartments,  or  alterations 
therein,  are  to  be  made  without  our  express  permission. 
They  are  to  use  their  best  endeavours  to  preserve  them 
unimpaired,  and  in  a  neat  and  proper  state  of  cleanli- 
ness and  repair,  and  they  will  be  required  to  make 
good  any  loss  or  injury  arising  from  negligence  or  inat- 
tention on  their  parts*' 

"  The  regulations  above  referred  to,  were  made  by  the 
Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  under  and  by 
virtue  of  an  act  of  parliament,  10  G.  4.  c.  25.,  intituled 
*  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  better  Management  of  the 
Affairs  of  Greenwich  Hospital ; '  by  sect.  3.  of  which 
act  it  is  enacted,  *  That  the  whole  of  the  affairs  of  the 
said  Royal  Hospital,  and  the  Commissioners  of  Green- 
wich Hospital  thereby  appointed,  and  their  successors 
to  be  appointed  as  thereinafter  directed,  and  all  other 
the  officers  and  persons  appointed  to  the  said  hospital, 
and  to  any  situations  connected  therewith,  and  to  the 
schools  of  the  said  hospital,  shall  be  under  the  authority, 
control,  and  direction  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral,  or 
commissioners  for  executing  the  office  of  Lord  High 
Admiral  for  the  time  being ;  and  the  appointment  of  all 
oflScers  of  the  said  hospital,  civil  and  military,  (except  of 
the  Governor,  Lieutenant-Governor,  and  Commissioners 
of  the  said  hospital,  who  shall  be  appointed  by  his 
^j^ty,  his  heirs  and  successors ;  and  the  appointment 


▼. 

JONRS. 


108  EASTER  TERM, 

1844.  oftbe  chaplains  thereof,  and  of  the  rectors,  vicars,  and 
DoBsoif  perpetual  curates  of  the  livings  and  chapelries  belong* 
ing,  or  which  may  belong,  to  the  said  hospital),  and  the 
establishing  of  rules,  orders,  and  regulations  for  the 
guidance  of  the  Commissioners  of  GreemoicA  Hospitalj 
and  their  successors,  in  the  management  of  the  estates 
and  property  of  the  said  hospital,  and  the  admission  of 
oflBcers,  pensioners,  and  nurses  into  the  said  hospital, 
and  the  salaries  to  be  paid  to  all  such  officers  and 
persons  respectively,  shall  be  exercised  by,  and  vested 
in,  the  Lord  High  Admiral,  or  Commissioners  for  ex- 
ecuting the  office  of  Lord  High  Admiral  for  the  time 
being,  who  shall  have  full  power  to  remove  from  the 
said  hospital,  and  from  any  situation  connected  there- 
with, any  officer  or  other  person  as  aforesaid,  (except 
the  Governor,  Lieutenant-Governor,  and  such  Com- 
missioners, Rectors,  and  Curates),  who  shall  be  guilty 
of  any  misbehaviour  in  their  said  respective  situations 
or  offices.' 

I  was  of  opinion  upon  the  facts  above  stated, 
1st,  That  the  appellant  did  not  occupy  as  owner  or 
tenant,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  2  W,  4.  c.  45b 
5.  27. ;  and, 

^'  2dly,  That  not  having  paid  the  rates  and  taxes  pur* 
suant  to  the  enactment  in  the  same  section,  he  was  not 
entitled  to  have  his  name  retained  upon  the  list,  and  I 
therefore  allowed  the  objection,  and  expunged  his  name 
from  the  list  accordingly." 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Byles  Serjt  (witli  whom  was  T.  Sanders\  for  the 
ap[)ellant,  in  Michaelmas  term,  N(rvemher  20th.  There 
are  three  points  in  this  case  for  the  consideration  of  the 
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Court.  First,  did  Sir  R,  Dobson  occupy  as  owner  within  1844. 
the  meaning  of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  D^,^^,i 
Act?  Secondly,  if  he  did  not  occupy  as  owner,  did  he 
occapy  as  tenant?  And,  thirdly,  has  he  paid  rates  and 
taxes  within  the  meaning  of  the  same  section  ? 

It  is  submitted,  in  the  first  place,  that  he  occupied  as 
owner.  By  the  stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  25.  5. 1.,  the  corporation 
of  the  Commissioners  and  Governors  of  Greenwich  Hos- 
pital was  dissolved,  and  by  sections  2.  and  25.  the 
estates  of  Greenwich  Hospital^  including  the  Hospital 
itself,  are  vested  in  a  new  body,  called  ^^  The  Commis- 
sioners of  Greenwich  Hospital,"  The  legal  estate  in 
the  house  which  Sir  iZ.  Dobson  occupied  is,  therefore, 
vested  in  the  Commissioners.  Upon  reference,  how- 
ever, to  the  third  section  of  the  act,  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty  have  a 
general  control  over  the  affairs  of  the  Hospital,  and 
over  all  appointments  therein ;  and  it  is  further  pro- 
vided that  the  Admiralty  shall  have  power  to  remove 
anyoflScer  or  person  appointed  (except  the  Governor, 
Lieutenant-Governor,  Commissioners,  Rectors,  Vicars, 
and  Curates  mentioned  in  a  former  part  of  the  act), 
who  shall  be  guilty  of  any  misbehaviour  in  their  re^ 
spective  situation  or  offices.  As  Sir  IL  Dobson^  there- 
fore, can  only  be  removed  from  his  appointment  as 
surgeon  to  Greenwich  Hospital  by  the  Admiralty,  and 
that  for  misbehaviour,  which  the  law  will  never  pre-  • 
some,  he  holds  his  appointment  for  life.  In  Bac,  Abrid. 
Offices  (K),  it  is  said,  <^  If  an  office  be  granted  to  a  man 
to  have  and  enjoy  so  long  as  he  shall  behave  himself 
well  in  it,  the  grantee  hath  an  estate  of  freehold  in  the 
oflSce ;  for  since  nothing  but  his  misbehaviour  can  de- 
termine his  interest,  no  man  can  prefix  a  shorter  term  than 
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1844.        his  life;  since  it  must  be  his  own  act  (which  the  law 
~  does  not  presume  to  foresee)  which  only  can  make  his 

,  ^'  estate  of  less  continuance  than  his  life ;  so  if  the  office 

JOMSS. 

had  been  granted  to  a  man  quamdiu  se  bene  gesserit 
tantumj  his  estate  had  not  been  less  for  the  word  tan- 
turn  ;  for  a  grant  to  a  man  for  so  long  time  as  he  shall 
behave  himself  well,  are  {a)  of  equal  extent,  and  his 
misbehaviour  in  each  case  determines  his  interest.** 
N0W9  in  the  present  case,  the  appellant  has  occupied  a 
house  in  the  infirmary  for  the  last  nineteen  years,  and 
the  case  finds  that  it  is  a  house  appropriated  for  the 
surgeon  of  the  Hospital,  and  that  Sir  i^  Dobson  occu- 
pies it  as  such.  His  residence  in  the  house  is  annexed 
to  his  office  of  surgeon.  He  is,  therefore,  its  owner, 
in  the  ordinary  and  popular  sense  of  the  word.  It  is 
clear  that,  if  he  had  no  right  to  vote  for  the  borough, 
he  would,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case, 
be  entitled  to  a  vote  for  the  county;  Rogers  on  Elec- 
tions  (i),  Elliott  on  Registration,  (c)  A  parish  clerk,  his 
office  being  held  during  good  behaviour,  has  been  held 
entitled  to  a  vote  for  the  county.  So  again,  in  the  case 
of  a  schoolmaster,  appointed  for  life,  and  also  in  the 
case  of  perpetual  curates.  And,  with  respect  to  the 
chaplains  of  Roman  Catholic  chapels,  Mr.  Elliott  says  {d)y 
"  It  is  believed  that  they  are  appointed  by  the  bishop 
or  vicar  apostolic  of  the  district,  and  have  appointments 
for  life.  If  this  be  so,  and  they  have  a  sufficient  in- 
terest in  lands  or  tenements  by  virtue  of  their  office, 
they  will  be  entitled  to  vote."  The  present  is  a  much 
stronger  case  than  any  of  these  examples.  The  will  of 
two  parties  must  concur  before  Sir  R.  Dobson  can  be 

(a)  Sic.  (6)  6th  ed.  1  'Jo'. 

(c)  Sd  ed.  22.  (d)  2d  ed.  31. 
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removed  from  the  house  which  he  occupies.    The  Com-        1844. 
missiooers  of  Greenwich  Hospital  alone  can  maintain 
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ejectment  against  him,  and  then  only  when  the  Lords  ^  ^• 
of  the  Admiralty  have  removed  him  from  his  appoint- 
ment for  misbehaviour.  It  never  can  be  contended 
that  the  word  owner  in  the  twenty-seventh  section  of 
the  Reform  Act,  means  the  person  who  has  the  strict 
legal  tide  to  the  premises  as  owner.  If  it  were  so,  a 
party  who  had  mortgaged  the  premises  in  fee,  or  for 
a  term,  would  have  no  vote ;  neither  would  a  cestui 
^  trust. 

Secondly :  Sir  iZ.  Dobson  is,  at  least,  a  tenant  at  will. 

As  against  a  wrong-doer,  he  might  maintain  trespass; 

and  it  b  immaterial  to  consider  whether  he  could  bring 

an  action  of  trespass  against  his  landlord,  because  the 

entry  of  the  landlord  would  be  a  determination  of  the 

will.      But,  could   the  landlord  maintain  trespass,   or 

bring  ejectment  against  the  appellant,  without  a  previous 

demand  of  possession  ?     It  is  submitted  that  he  could 

not.     In  Bex  v.   Chediston  {a)   the    marginal   note  is 

this :  <'  The  pauper,  who  rented  a  farm  in  C,  assigned 

it  to  P.,  upon  trust  to  cultivate  it  and  pay  the  pauper's 

debts,  &c.     The  lease  expired  in  1817;  no  setdemeut 

of  accounts  took  place ;  but  P.,  without  the  authority  of 

the  pauper,  then  hired  a  house  in  H.  at  the  yearly  rent 

of  18/.,  to  which  the  pauper  and  his  family  removed, 

and  they  resided  there  for  more  than  two  years.     The 

pauper  never  paid  any  rent  or  taxes ;  but  P.  was  rated, 

and  paid  the  rent  and  taxes:  Held,  that  the  pauper 

gained  a  setdement  in  H.  by  the  occupation  of  the  house." 

In  giving  judgment,  Baylei^  J.  said  (i),  "  It  appears  to 

(a)  A  B,i  C.  230.  (6)  A  B.  ^  C,  233. 
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1844.        me,  on  this  state  of  facts,  that  there  was  a  sufficient 
^oBsoir       coming  to  settle  on  a  tenement  in  the  parish  of  Hales-- 
worth  to  give  the  pauper  a  settlement  in  that  parish. 
There  may  be  a  difficulty  in  saying  that  Page  was  agent : 
but  then  it  is  clear  that  Squire  (the  pauper)  was  tenant  at 
will  to  him."     And  Holroyd3.(a)  added,  "The  pauper 
occupied  the  house  by  the  permission  of  Page,  who 
hired  it  for  that  purpose.     That  occupation  continued 
upwards  of  two  years,  and  had  a  burglary  been  com- 
mitted in  the  house  during  that  period,  it  must,  in  an 
indictment,  have  been  described  as  the  dwelling-house 
of  Squire ;  the  case  contains  no  statement  of  any  occu- 
pation by  Page.     Squire  might  have  maintained  trespass 
if  his  possession  had  been  invaded ;  that  makes  him  at 
least  tetiant  at  will  to  Page/*     So  here,  as  Sir  R.  Dobson 
might  maintain  trespass  against  a  stranger  who  had  dis- 
turbed his  possession,  he  is,  at  least,  a  tenant  at  will  to 
the  Commissioners  of  Greenwich  Hospital.     In  Rex  v. 
Lakenheath  [b)  the  master  of  a  charity-school,  who  was 
removable  from  his  office  at  pleasure,  had  resided  for 
seven  years,  rent  free,  in  a  house  of  the  annual  value  of 
10/.,  where  his  predecessors,  other  parish  schoolmasters, 
had  resided  before  him,  and  he  underlet  part  of  the 
house  to  the  parish  at  an  annual  rent.     The  Court  held 
that  the  pauper  had  gained  a  settlement  thereby ;  and 
Abbott  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment  (r),  cited,  as  a  decision 
governing  that  case.  Rex  v.  FiUongley{d\  where  the 
pauper's  brother  gave  him  a  close,  saying,  "  I'll  give 
you  a  close  to  enjoy  as  long  as  I  please,  and  to  take 
again  when  I  please,  and  you  shall  pay  nothing  for  it." 
This,  his  lordship  said,  in  the  opinion  of  Bulier  J.,  made 

(a)  4  B,t  C.  234.  (6)  1  B.  S^  C.  531. 

(c)  \  B.  4;  C,  534.  (d)  1  T.  R,  458. 
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the  pauper  a  tenant  at  will.  Holroyd  J.  (a)  also  ob-  1844. 
served,  that  he  thought  that  the  schoolmaster  was  tenant  domon 
at  will  of  the  house.  These  two  cases,  it  is  contended, 
are  decisive  to  shew  that,  at  any  rate,  Sir  R.  Dobson 
would  have  occupied  as  tenant,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  even  if 
there  had  been  nothing  to  control  the  decision  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Greetiwick  Hospital.  But  the  facts 
found  by  the  revising  barrister  place  the  appellant  in  a 
much  stronger  position,  as  there  is  a  bridle  on  the  ex^ 
ercise  of  their  will,  since  Sir  22.  Dobson  cannot  be  re- 
moved from  the  house  without  the  consent  of  the  Lords 
of  the  Admiralty. 

Thirdly :  it  is  submitted  that  there  has  been  a  pay- 
ineot  of  the  rates  and  taxes  by  the  appellant.  It  is 
stated  in  the  case  that  the  rates  and  window-tax  have 
^ways  been  paid  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  hospital ; 
hut  the  name  of  the  appellant  is  on  the  rate  books,  as 
nited  for  the  house,  and  he  is  liable,  under  the  stat. 
48£/i2;,,  as  occupier,  to  the  payment  of  the  rates.  The 
rates  have  been  paid^r  him,  and  consequently  by  him. 
If  one  man  agrees  to  pay  another's  debt,  the  payment 
operates  as  a  discharge  of  the  debtor's  liability.  Little- 
^says,  in  section  834  of  his  Tenures^  "  If  a  feoffment 
Ik  made  in  morgage  upon  condition,  that  the  feoffor 
^I  pay  such  a  sum  at  such  a  day  &c.  as  is  betweene 
AeiQ  by  their  deed  indented,  agreed,  and  limited,  al- 
^ough  the  feoffor  dyeth  before  the  day  of  payment,  &c 
y^t,  if  the  heire  of  the  feoffor  pay  the  same  summe  of 
^oey  at  the  same  day  to  the  feoffee,  or  tender  to  him 
^  money,  and  the  feoffee  refuse  to  receive  it,  then  may 
Ae  heire  enter  into  the  lands  ;  and  yet  the  condition  is* 

(o)  \B,iC.  535.. 
▼OU  I  / 
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1844.  that  if  the  feofibr  shall  pay  such  a  sum  at  such  a  day 
DQ^gQ^  &c.,  not  making  mention  in  the  condition  of  any  pay- 
ment to  bee  made  by  his  heire,  but  for  that  the  heire 
hath  interest  of  right  in  the  condition,  &c.,  and  the  in- 
tent was  but  that  the  money  should  bee  payed  at  the 
day  assessed  &c.,  and  the  feoffee  hath  no  more  losse,  if 
it  be  payed  by  the  heire,  than  if  it  were  paid  by  the 
father  &c. ;  therefore,  if  the  heire  pay  the  money,  or 
tender  the  money  at  the  day  limited  &c.,  and  the  other 
refuse  it,  he  may  enter  &c.  But  if  a  stranger  of  his 
own  head,  who  hath  not  any  interest  &c«,  will  tender 
the  aforesaid  money  to  the  feoffee  at  the  day  appointed, 
the  feoffee  is  not  bound  to  receive  it."  Upon  this  last 
passage,  Lord  Coke  observes  (a),  "  But  if  any  stranger 
in  the  name  of  the  morgageor  or  his  heire  (without  bis 
consent  or  privity)  tender  the  money,  and  the  morgagee 
accepteth  ity  this  is  a  good  satisfaction,  and  the  morgagor 
or  his  heire  agreeing  thereunto  may  re-enter  into  the  land; 
omnis  ratihabitio  retrotrahitur  et  mandato  CBquiparatur" 
So  in  Vin,  Abr.  \\i.  Ratihabition  11.,  a  passage  from 
SBulstr.  149.,  is  cited,  where  Coke  C.  J.  said,  "If  A, 
is  bound  to  pay  money  at  Coventry^  and  a  stranger  un- 
known to  him  pays  the  money,  and  he  agrees  to  it,  by 
this  he  shall  be  discharged."  It  is  submitted  that  a 
payment,  if  not  by  a  stranger,  would  discharge  the 
tenant,  even  without  a  subsequent  ratification  by  him. 
Suppose  an  action  of  replevin  brought,  and  a  plea  of 
rien  in  arrere :  if  the  landlord  has  accepted  the  rent  as 
coming  from  the  tenant,  how  must  the  issue  on  that 
plea  be  found  ?  Here,  however,  there  has  been  some- 
thing more  than  a  subsequent  ratification  of  payment  by 
the  appellant,  as  there  is  evidence  of  a  prior  agreement 

(o)  1  Intt.  B.3.  c.  5.  207  a, 
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between  the  parties  that  the  rates  should  be  paid  by  the  1844. 
Commissioners  of  the  hospital.  \_Matde  J.  What  evi-  ^^  jj 
dence  is  there  of  such  an  agreement  to  be  found  in  the  ^  ]^*_ 
case?]  It  is  found  as  a  fact  that  Sir  R,  Dobson  did  not 
pay  the  rates,  but  that  they  had  always  been  paid  by 
the  Commissioners  of  the  hospital.  Sir  iZ.  Dobson 
knew  that  they  were  due,  and  that  they  were  paid  by 
his  landlord,  and  this,  after  the  first  half-year's  rates 
were  paid,  amounted  to  an  agreement  that  they  should 
be  paid  in  future  by  the  landlord.  With  regard  to  the 
case  of  JTie  Queen  v.  South  Kilvir^ton  (a),  which  was 
cited  the  other  day  in  the  argument  in  Wright  v.  The 
Ttmn  Clerk  of  Stockport  (i),  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
was  a  very  short  one,  and  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  very  fully  considered.  The  case  of  The  Queen  v. 
Bridgnorth  (c)  decided,  indeed,  that  payment  of  rates, 
to  entitle  a  person  to  be  put  on  the  burgess  list  of  a 
borough,  under  the  stat  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76.  5.  9.,  must  be 
&  payment  by  the  party's  own  act ;  and  that  it  was  not 
sufficient  that  another  person,  without  his  authority,  paid 
the  rates  for  him.  But  that  case  is  distinguishable  from 
the  present,  as  the  rates,  if  paid  under  an  agreement, 
^ould  not  be  paid  by  a  volunteer.  Jtex  v.  Lower  Hey* 
Md(d)  is  in  favour  of  the  appellant.  With  regard  to 
tbe  words  **  bond  Jide"  which  are  introduced  in  the 
s«venty-fifth  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  1 8.,  they  do 
not  mean  that  there  shall  be  a  personal,  but  a  real  pay- 
ment. 

Kinglake  for  the  respondent.  It  is  contended  on  the 
otherside,  that  the  surgeon  of  Greenwich  Hospital  must  be 
considered  as  owner  of  the  house  in  which  he  resides, 

(a)  13  Law  Joum,  N.  S.  M,  C  S.  (b)  Antd,  p.  41. 

(c)  10  A.  4  E.  66.  (d)  iB.^Ad.  75. 
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1844.        because  he  is  in  possession  of  an  office,  and  that  the  house 
must  be  taken  to  be  annexed  to  that  office.     But  his 
appointment  to  the  \H)st  of  surgeon  is  not  an  office  in  the 
legal  sense  of  the  term,  and  does  not  differ  in  any  re- 
spect from  the  appointment  of  a  surgeon  by  the  Lords 
of  the  Admiralty  to  a  ship  of  war.     An  office  in  law  is 
one  in  which  profit  or  emolument  is  derived  from  the 
office  itself,  and  not  from  a  collateral  fee  in  the  shape  of  a 
salary.      The  stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  25.  empowers  the  Admi- 
ralty to  appoint   pensioners  and   nurses  as  well  as  a 
surgeon,  and  if  the  argument  for  the  appellant  be  good 
for  any  thing,  a  nurse  of  the  hospital  has  an  office  as 
well  as  the  surgeon.     Even,  however,  if  this  were  an 
office  known  to  the  law,  the  grant  would  be  bad,  no 
written  appointment  being  produced,  and  an  appoint- 
ment by  parol  can  only  be  held  at  the  will  of  the  person 
granting  the  office.     The  case  of  a  parish  clerk  is  not 
analogous   to   the   present,  as    he   holds   an   office   at 
common  law.      In  Bartlett  v.  Dowries  (a),  the  question 
was  raised  whether  the  lord  of  a  manor  might,  by  deed, 
grant  the  stewardship  of  the  manor  and  of  the  courts 
thereto  belonging  for  the  life  of  the  grantee,  and  Ab^ 
bott  C.  J.,    in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  (ft), 
refers  to  the  language  of  Lord   Coke  in  1  hisL  233  b. 
Lord  Coke  says,    "  Where   an   officer  hath  no  other 
profit  but  a  certain  collateral  fee,  the  grantor  may  dis- 
charge him  of  his  service,  the  discharge  whereof  is  but 
labour  and  charge  to  him,  but  he  must  have  his  fee;'* 
and  in  the  same  page  he  proceeds :  ''  If  a  man  doth 
grant  to  another  the  office  of  the   stewardship  of  his 
courts  of  his  manors,   with  a  certain  fee,   the  grantor 
cannot  discharge  him   of  his   service   and  attendance, 

(a)  3  A  i  C.  616.  {h)  S  B.  ^  C.  619. 
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because  be  bath  other  profits  and  fees  belonging  to  bis        1844. 
office,  whicb  be  should  lose  if  he  were  discharged  of  his        ~ 
office.''    The  distinction,  therefore,  is  clear,  that  where  ^- 

JOMIS. 

there  are  certain  fees  and  emoluments  attached  to  an 
office,  and  a  party  is  put  in  possession  of  the  office,  be 
cannot  be  removed  from  the  enjoyment  of  those  fees ; 
bat  if  he  be  put  into  an  office  to  perform  certain  services, 
he  may  be  discharged,  because  he  only  receives  bis 
fees,  and  nothing  from  the  office  itself.  Sir  R.  Dobson^ 
therefore,  is  at  most  a  salaried  servant  of  the  Commis- 
sioners. It  is  clear  that  there  is  no  annexation  of  a 
house  in  the  Hospital  to  the  office  of  surgeon.  The 
order  in  Council  referred  to  in  the  case  directs  that 
surgeons  of  hospitals,  'when  not  provided  with  a  residence 
^hin  the  hospital^  are  to  be  allowed  155.  a  week  lodg- 
iog  mouey.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  from  the  statement  in 
the  case  itself,  that  the  appellant  was  appointed  simply 
AS  surgeon  to  the  Hospital,  and  that  he  has  no  rights 
different  from  those  of  surgeons  in  the  different  chari- 
t^Ie  and  other  public  institutions.  Reference  has  been 
oude  on  the  other  side  to  the  right  of  parish  clerks 
ukI  schoolmasters  to  vote,  but  they  do  not  vote  in  respect 
^  the  offices  which  they  hold,  but  in  respect  of  lands 
^  tenements  of  the  annual  value  of  40s.  When  such 
l^ds  or  tenements  are  held  with  those  offices,  it  is  pre- 
^^ed  that  tliere  has  been  some  old  deed  of  endowment, 
^^^r  which  the  party  is  entitled  to  vote  as  a  freeholder. 
^^  Rex  V.  LaketihecUh  (a),  it  could  only  have  been  con- 
^^ed  that  the  party  was  tenant  at  will  of  the  premises, 
■fi®  V.  Chediston  {b)  does  not  apply.  There  was  in  that 
^*se  no  service  to  be  performed  by  the  pauper.  Here  the 
^^pellant  was  placed  in  a  house  in  the  Hospital  to  per- 

(a)  \  B.^  C,  531.  {h)  4  B,  i  C.  230. 
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1844.        fo^ii^  ^^^  duties  of  a  surgeon,  and  he  is  therefore,  neither 
the  owner  nor  the  tenant  of  that  house  within  the  mean- 
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^'  ing  of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act, 

Lastly,  there  has  been  no  such  payment  of  rates 
and  taxes  as  is  contemplated  by  the  Reform  Act.  In 
The  Queen  v.  Bridgtunih  (a),  it  was  decided  that  where 
a  person,  without  any  previous  authority,  or  any  con- 
tract or  agreement  between  the  parties,  goes  and  pays 
the  rates  of  another,  the  party  whose  rates  are  thus 
paid  does  not  thereby  gain  a  title  to  be  placed  on  the 
burgess  list  of  a  borough,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Stat  5  ii  6  fV.  4.  c.  76.  5.  9.  It  must  be  a  payment  by 
the  party's  own  act  In  TTie  Queen  v.  Melsonby  {b) 
which  was  a  case  arising  upon  the  construction  of  the 
Stat  1  W.^.  c.  18.  s.  1.,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
acted  upon  the  same  principle.  The  facts  were  that  one 
Merryweathevy  who  was  the  tenant  of  premises  from  year 
to  year,  on  a  hiring  from  Martinmas^  at  10/.  rent,  pay- 
able half-yearly,  gave  them  up  to  the  pauper  in  January 
18S1,  and  the  landlord  then  agreed  to  accept  the  pauper 
as  yearly  tenant  from  Martinmas  to  Martinmas  on  the 
same  terms,  the  pauper  undertaking  to  pay  the  current 
half-year's  rent  The  pauper  occupied  from  January 
1881,  to  October  1882;  he  paid  5/.  rent  for  the  preced- 
ing half-year  at  May-day  1881,  and  at  Martinmas  the 
next  half-year's  rent  of  5/.  In  October  1832,  the  pauper 
gave  up  the  premises  to  one  Rhodes^  upon  an  agreement 
with  him  that  Rhodes  should  take  the  pauper's  furniture 
and  fixtures  at  9/.  5s. ;  and  in  consideration  thereof  pay 
the  landlord  the  rent  due  from  Martinmas  1831.  The 
landlord  agreed  with  Rhodes  and  the  pauper  to  accept 
Rhodes  as  his  tenant,  and  received  an  undertaking  from 

(a)  10^.  j-  E.  66,  (6)  12  A,  i  E.  687. 
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Rhodes  to  pay  the  rent  due  from  Martinmas  1831.     No         1844, 
rent  whatever  was  paid  by  Rhodes^  and  at  Martinmas        Tyow}^ 
ISSdy  the  landlord  distrained,  and  sold  the  goods  seized,        joil^ 
which  produced  enough  to  pay  the  whole  rent.    Among 
the  articles  sold  under  the  distress  were  some  which  had 
been  transferred  from  the  pauper  to  Rhodes,  consisting 
of  fixtures  and  furniture  to  the  value  of  51. ;  but  there 
was  no  specific  account  of  the  sum  produced  by  these 
articles.     The  Court  held  that  the  rent  due  in  respect 
of  the   pauper's  occupation  from  Martinmas  1831  was 
not   paid  by  him ;  and  Williams  J.  observed  (a)  "  One 
object  of  this  statute  was  to  put  an  end  to  constructive 
payments  of  rent  which  had  perplexed  the  courts  of 
quarter  session.     If  the  terms  of  the  statute  are  adhered 
^  and  actual  payment  of  the  rent  insisted  upon,  no  dif- 
ficulty will  arise."     And  Coleridge  J.  said  (6),  «  It  is 
urged   that  the  landlord  agreed  to  this ;  but  he  only 
^©ed  to  accept  the  new  man  as  tenant,  and  received 
"'s   Undertaking  for  the  arrear  of  rent.     Even  if  that 
party  had  paid  it  immediately,  it  would  be  a  stretched 
construction  to  call  this  a  payment  by  the  pauper.     But 
^  Contract  was  not  acted  upon ;  and  then  the  landlord 
'^^^'^ised  his  right  of  distraining  for  the  rent  due.    Upon 
^^«  property  did  he  distrain  ?     That  of  the  actual 
*^^^t«     Can  it  be  said  that  this  was  a  payment  of  rent 
t.he  last  half-year  of  the  pauper's  occupation,  'by 
^   t^erson  hiring'  the  premises?"    To  satisfy  the  Re- 
^^^  Act  it  is  not  enough  that  the  rates  shall  be  paid, 
^    there  must  be  a  payment  by  the  party  occupying  as 
'er  or  tenant.     In  the  present  case  there  has  been 
^  KHoney  payment  at  all  by  the  person  in  actual  occu« 
^^tion.     It  is  not  like  a  case  where  the  tenant  gives  his 

(a)  12  A.  4-  E,  694.  (6)  \2  A.  ff  E.  695. 
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1844.  landlord  a  larger  amount  of  rent,  instead  of  paying  rates, 
and  therefore  it  cannot  be  contended  that,  when  the 
tenant  pays  the  rent  to  the  landlord,  he  hands  over  to 
him  the  amount  of  the  rates.  The  only  mode  in  which 
Sir  IL  Dobson  could  pay  rent  would  be  by  a  render  of 
services.  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  there  has  not 
been  a  sufficient  payment  of  rates  and  taxes. 

Byles  Serjt,  in  reply.  The  decision  in  The  Queen  v. 
Melsonbyla)  does  not  affect  the  present  case.  There 
was  not  a  payment  of  rent  made  by  any  body,  and  the 
facts  stated  in  the  case  could  not  have  been  pleaded  as 
payment.  Here  Sir  R,  Dobson  really  pays  155.  a  week, 
which  is  appropriated  to  him  by  an  order  of  the  King  in 
council,  and  he  gives  up  that,  and  his  services  besides, 
for  a  house  free  of  rates  and  taxes. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

In  delivering  our  opinion  upon  a  former  case,  in  which 
Hughes  was  the  appellant,  and  the  overseers  of  the  parish 
of  Chatham  the  respondents,  we  laid  down  at  some  length 
the  principle  upon  which  we  thought  the  class  of  cases 
to  which  the  present  appeal  belongs  ought  to  be  de- 
cided (6) :  and  we  drew  the  distinction  between  those 
cases  where  officers  or  servants  in  the  employment  of 
the  government  are  permitted  to  occupy  a  house  belong- 
ing to  the  government,  as  part  remuneration  for  the 
services  to  be  performed,  and  those  in  which  the  places 
of  residence  are  selected  by  the  government,  and  the 
officers  or  servants  are  required  to  occupy  them,  with  a 
view  to  the  more  effectual  performance  of  the  duties  or 

(a)  \2A,^E.  687.  (6)  See  ant^,  p.  70. 
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services  imposed  upon  them.  And  upon  that  occasion  1844. 
we  declared  our  opinion  that  those  o£Scers  or  servants  Dovsov 
who  fell  within  the  first  description  might  properly  be 
considered  to  occupy  as  tenants,  although  the  residence 
was  allotted  to  them  as  such  officers  and  servants,  and 

0 

although  they  might,  if  such  residence  had  not  been 
allotted  to  them,  have  had  an  additional  allowance  for 
lodging  money ;  whilst,  at  the  same  time,  we  stated  that 
the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  could  not  be  created 
by  the  appropriation  of  a  particular  house  to  an  officei 
or  servant  as  his  residence,  where  such  appropriation  was 
made  not  with  a  view  to  the  remuneration  of  the  occu- 
pier, but  to  the  interest  of  the  employer,  and  the  more 
effectual  performance  of  the  service  required  from  such 
officer  or  servant :  upon  the  same  principle  as  the  coach- 
man who  is  placed  in  rooms  of  his  master  over  the 
stable,  the  gardener  who  is  put  into  a  house  in  the 
garden,  or  the  porter  who  occupies  the  lodge  at  a  park 
gate,  cannot  be  considered  to  occupy  as  tenants,  but  as 
servants  merely,  whose  possession  and  occupation  is 
strictly  and  properly  that  of  their  masters. 

In  deciding,  therefore,  the  present  appeal,  we  have 
only  to  consider  within  which  of  the  two  classes  the 
present  case  ranges  itself. 

It  is  found  by  the  case,  that  the  appellant  is  the  sur- 
geon of  Greenwich  Hospital ;  that  the  house  which  he 
occupies  is  in  the  infirmary ;  and  that  he  occupies  it  as 
such  surgeon.  Now,  the  nature  of  the  office  of  surgeon 
to  the  hospital  is  such,  that  a  residence  in  some  known 
and  certain  dwelling  may  reasonably  be  required  for  the 
dne  performance  of  the  duties  of  his  office.  But  it  is 
further  found,  that  he  was  placed  in  it  when  he  was  first 
appointed  (nineteen  years  ago),  and  that  he  has  con- 
tinued to  occupy  it  ever  since;  and  that  it  is  the  house 
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1844.  appropriated  to  the  surgeon  for  the  time  being.  And, 
lasdy,  it  is  found  by  the  revising  barrister,  that,  by  the 
regulations  established  by  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 
the  Admiralty,  the  officers  of  the  hospital  having  apart- 
ments, are  to  inhabit  those  assigned  to  them,  and  that 
no  exchanges  or  other  appropriations  are  to  be  made 
without  permission. 

The  revising  barrister,  upon  this  state  of  the  evidence 
before  him,  appears  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  appellant  occupies  this  house,  not  simply  by  permis" 
sion  of  the  government,  and  as  part  of  the  remuneration 
for  his  services  as  surgeon,  but  that  he  is  required  to 
occupy  this  house,  with  a  view  to  the  more  efficient  per- 
formance of  the  duties  of  his  office,  and  consequently 
that  there  was  no  occupation  by  him  in  the  legal  relation 
of  tenant  to  a  landlord.  And,  upon  the  state  of  facts 
so  brought  before  the  revising  barrister  and  set  out 
upon  the  case,  we  cannot  say  he  has  come  to  a  wrong 
conclusion  in  point  of  law. 

One  ground  of  argument  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the 
appellant  was,  that  the  appellant  might,  upon  the  fticts 
stated  in  the  case,  be  considered  as  the  aamer.  But  we 
think  the  facts  therein  stated  shew  that  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners of  the  Admiralty  are,  within  the  proper  l^al 
sense  of  the  word,  the  owners  of  the  house,  too  clearly 
to  admit  of  an  argument. 

As  we  hold  the  decision  to  be  right,  by  giving  effect 
to  the  first  objection  against  the  appellant's  right  to 
vote,  that  is,  by  holding  there  is  no  occupation  as  tenant, 
it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  the  second  objection, 
which  relates  to  the  mode  of  paying  the  occupier's  rates. 
We  therefore  think  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 
must  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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IN  THE 
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HorroN,  Appellant,    and  The  Town  Clerk  of  Novembers. 
Wenlock,  Respondent. 

fTBATING  moved,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  for  The  Court  has 

1         11.  1  11  "o  power  to 

a  rule  caUmg  upon  the  respondent  to  shew  cause  remit  to  the 

^hy  the  statement  of  facts,  which  had  been  drawn  up  I^][^^  case 

^  signed  by  the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  hSITbecSuM 

^«ifac*,  should  not  be  remitted  to  the  barrister,  in  i»e  has  omitted 

'  a  fact  deemed 

^er  that  a  certain  fact  might  be  inserted  therein.   The  material  by 

»t  ,      .  <>"*  ^^  ^* 

^davit  in  support  of  the  application  stated,  that  the  parties,  but 

f       ,  considered  im« 

'*ct  in  question  had  been   proved  before  the  revising  material  by  the 

^^^>^^r,  and  that  the  appellant  believed  it  to  be  ma-  finding  upon 

'crial;  but  that  the  revising  barrister  had  refused  to  conchisfve.  *"^ 

s 

^i^sert  it,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was,  in  his  judgment, 
immaterial.  Keating  submitted  that  under  the  sixty-fifth 
▼ou  I.  L 
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1844>.  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  the  Court  had  power 
jjjj^Qjj  to  remit  the  statement  of  facts  to  the  rerising  barrister, 
in  order  that  the  case  might  be  more  fully  stated. 


▼. 

The 
Town  Clerk  of 

WcKLOCK. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  By  complying  with  thb  application  we 
should  put  ourselves  in  the  place  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister, and  decide  what  facts  are^  and  what  facts  are  not, 
material;  whereas  the  statute  expressly  requires  us  to  give 
our  judgment  upon  the  statement  of  facts  found  by  him. 
Looking  at  the  forty-second  and  sixty-fifth  sections  of 
the  act,  it  is  quite  clear  that  what  we  are  asked  to  do  is 
beyond  our  jurisdiction.  The  sixty-fifth  section  enacts 
that  no  appeal  or  notice  of  appeal  under  the  act  shall  be 
received  or  allowed  against  any  decision  of  any  revising 
barrister  upon  any  question  of  fact  only ;  and  it  gives 
us  the  power  of  remitting  the  statement  to.  the  revising 
barrister  in  those  cases  only  where,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  the  statement  of  the  matter  of  the  appeal  is  not 
sufiicient  to  enable  them  to  give  judgment  in  law.  That 
does  not  appear  to  be  the  case  in  the  present  instance. 
Then,  by  the  forty-second  section,  it  is  provided  that  the 
barrister  shall  state  the  facts  which  in  hisjudgment  shall  be 
tnateriaL  It  is  perfectly  clear,  therefore,  that  we  cannot 
send  the  case  back  for  the  purpose  which  the  appellant 
suggests. 

Maule  J.  We  have  no  power  of  reviewing  the  judg- 
ment of  the  revising  barrister  upon  the  evidence  given 
before  him,  but  we  are  to  give  our  judgment  upon  the 
facts  which  he  finds,  and  the  conclusions  of  law  derivable 
from  those  facts. 

Rule  refused. 
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18i4. 


Whithobn,  Appellant,  and  Thomas,  Respondent,    November  is. 

rmS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  an  appeal  The  ippeiimt, 
a  freeman  of 

from  the  decision  of  Henry  Singer  Keating^  Esq.,  the  borough  of 
the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  Tewkesbury,         resided  with 
'X'lie  appellant  claimed  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  family,  and 
the  list  of  freemen  for  the  borough.     He  was  proved  to  ^"^ng^ag  ^ 
^  a  freeman,  and  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  ^me-roerchant, 

at  GhuceMierf 

^De  list,  if  he  had  resided  within  the  borough,  or  within  more  than 

seven  miles 

scv^en  miles  thereof,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  from  revokes- 

^  fV.  4.  c.  45. ;  and  whether  the  claimant  did  so  reside  order  to  obtain 

or  not,  was  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  borough,  he 

The  claimant  was  a  wine  merchant,   residing  and  ^^eek7o^ihe 

^^^'"r'yinff  on  his  business  at  Gloucester  ivthxch  is  more  "ft**j!^j'" 

^     o  ^  nished  bed- 

^l^an  seven  miles   from   the   borough   of  Tewkesbury)^  "*®™  *"<*  *. 

-  daric  closet  in 

where  he  had  for  many  years  occupied   a  house  (in  a  friend's  house 

,    ^  ^  ^  at  Tetokeibury, 

^■^ich  he  carried   on  his  business),  and  also  bonding  He  had  the 

kev  of  the 

^*^*»lt8  for  the  bulk  of  his  stock.     He  was  a  married  closet,  and 
"^^ri,  and  kept  one  domestic  servant  at  his  establishment  ^^^ary  and  July 
•n      eioticesUr.     With  the  object  of  qualifying  himself  Ittnewmples 
^^  ^ote  for  the  borough  of  Tewkeshtry,  the  claimant  had,  i^j^^i^f  ^e'"*^ 
^•^cre  the  year  1841,  paid  to  Mr.  Sprouie^  a  friend  of  his,  »*«p^  "°  ^^^ 

firk.*s      1  r  !•     1  bedroom 

^^cl  also  agent  for  one  of  the  sitting  members  for  the  twelve  times, 
"^^^■oagh,  the  sum  of  nine-pence  a  week  for  th6  use  of  course  of  the 
*    ^rnished  bedroom  in  Mr.  Sprotde's   house,    situate  jt!^j84*4be- 
^i^Wn  the  borough,  and  also  a  closet  about  six  feet  by  *^5^"^^^,[*" 
l»^«^ee,  without  a  window,  of  which  closet  the  claimant  times;  but  he 

never  took  bis 
»^  meals  in  the 

^^«e,  dcept  at  a  guest.     Held,  that  the  appellant  had  not  resided  in  Tewkesbury  within 
"*^™«tning  of  the  tUt.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s,  S2. 

^^  decisions  of  Election  Committees  of  tlie  House  of  Commons  will  not  be  regarded 
•*  •mhorities  by  thii  Court 

L  2 
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1844.  kept  the  key,  and  between  January  and  Jtiy^  18449  he 
Whituorn  '^^P^  some  wine  satnples  in  it.  During  the  same  period 
Thomas  ^®  ^*^  *'^P^  ^"  ^^  bedroom  twelve  times,  and  during 
the  year  ending  «/e^,  1844,  between  fifteen  and  twenty 
times  (a),  on  the  occasion  of  his  coming  to  Tewkesbury 
on  business ;  but  had  never  taken  his  meals  at 
Mr.  Sprotde^s  except  on  some  occasions  when  invited 
to  dine  as  a  friend.  Mr.  Sproide  never  let  lodgings  to 
any  other  person,  and  made  the  above  arrangement 
with  the  claimant  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  him  to 
qualify  as  a  voter  for  the  borough.  The  barrister 
decided  that  the  claimant  had  not  resided  within  the 
borough  of  Tewkesburyy  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  2  IV  ^.  c.  45.,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  be  placed 
upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  borough. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  barrister  by  James 
Garle  was  consolidated  with  the  preceding  appeal. 

• 

Byles  Serjt.  for  the  appellant  The  revising  barrister 
has  come  to  an  erroneous  conclusion  upon  the  facts 
stated  in  the  case.  Three  points  arise  for  consideration  ; 
first,  the  object;  secondly,  the  nature;  and  thirdly,  the 
degree  of  the  residence.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  sup- 
posing the  nature  and  degree  of  the  residence  to  be  suf- 
ficient, it  is  no  objection  that  the  claimant  took  the 
room  and  closet  for  the  express  purpose  of  qualifying 
himself  as  a  voter.     Res  v.  Sargent  (b) ;  Col.  Chayioi^s 

(a)  As  Uie  case  was  originally  drawn  up,  Uie  statement  was  that  the 
claimant  had  '*  slept  in  the  bedroom  alnnU  twelve  times,  and  during  the 
year  ending  Jufy,  1844,  abcmt  6fteen  to  twenty  times.**  The  Court  con- 
sidered that  a  more  positive  statement  was  necessary,  and  refused  to  per- 
mit alterations  to  be  made  in  the  case  by  consent  of  the  parties ;  but  the 
revising  barrister  being  in  Court,  the  case  was  handed  to  him,  and  altered 
instanter  as  above. 

(6)  5  T.  R.  466. 


Whithokw 

V, 
TuoKAt. 
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case,  {a)    [Tindal  C.  J.     The  case  last  cited  was  a  deci-        ISi^. 

sion  by  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons.  You 
majr  use  such  decisions,  for  the  reasoning  which  they 
contain,  as  part  of  your  own  argument;  but  they  cannot 
be  received  as  authorities  by  this  Court]  There  are  a 
variety  of  other  cases  collected  in  Elliott  on  Registrar 
tmn  {b\  which  shew  that  residence  with  the  mere  object 
of  obtaining  a  vote  thereby  is  no  obstacle  to  the  acqui- 
sition of  the  right.  [Tindal  C.  J.  I  suppose  that  will 
be  admitted  on  the  other  side.  Cockbttm,  for  the  re- 
spondent, assented.]  Then,  secondly,  as  to  the  nature 
of  Uie  residence.  The  facts  stated  would  amount  to 
ifihobitancy  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  13  & 
1^  Car.  2.  r.  12.  5.  1.  The  result  of  the  cases  decided 
^th  reference  to  that  statute  is,  that  a  man's  residence 

• 

^  considered  to  be  the  place  where  he  sleeps  or  lies. 

i^aule  J.     It  is  the  place  where  he  passes  the  night.] 

^^  V.  Castleton  (c)  and  Bex  v.  Brighthelmston  (d)  are 

^^tborities  illustrating  that  position.     [Matde  J.     The 

'Pl^ellant  claimed  to  vote  as  2l  freeman.     Now,  by  the 

"*  irty-second  section  of  the  stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  a  freeman 

^^Y^Dot  be    registered   unless   he  has    resided   for  six 

^^l«ndar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July 

^^^hin  the  borough.     Do  you  mean  to  contend  that  if 

^^  appellant  had  slept  at  Tewkesbury  for  twelve  nights 

*^^3it  previous  to  the  last  day  oi  Jidy^  that  would  con- 

^^i^ate  a  su£Bcient  residence?]     It  is  found  by  the  case 

^^^t  the  claimant  slept  in  the  bedroom  during  the  year 

^^^Jing  Jtdy  1844  between   fifteen   and  twenty  times. 

^^n  twelve  of  those  occasions  the   lime    is   fixed   to 

^^ve  been  between  January  and  July^   and  he  must 

(c)  1  Pedc  389.  (6)  Page  198.  et  seq.,  2d  ed. 

(c)  Burr,  S,  C.  569.  (d)  5  T.  R.  188. 

L    S 


128  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1844.        therefore    have    slept    at    Tewkeshwry    at    least    four 
Whithoek      ^^"^^s  prior  to  the  31st  day  of  January.     That  being 
^  ^*  so,  it  may  be  assumed  that  he  had  an  animus  rever^ 

tendi.  iMaule  J.  But  the  case  does  not  find  that 
he  had  an  animus  revertendiS]  It  states,  however,  that 
he  had  entered  uito  an  express  qpntract  with  Mr. 
Sprotde  to  pay  him  nine-pence  a  week  for  a  furnished 
bedroom  and  closet,  and  that  he  had  paid  that  sum 
since  1841.  The  claimant  even  kept  the  key  of  the 
closet  The  Court  will  not  presume  fraud.  So  far, 
therefore,  as  the  nature  of  it  is  concerned,  the  residence 
was  sufficient.  Thirdly,  the  degree  of  the  residence 
was  sufficient.  It  was  not  necessary  that  the  appellant 
should  sleep  at  Tewkesbury  more  than  twelve  nights  in 
the  half  year,  if  he  had  an  animus  revertendi.     No  abuse 

• 

can  possibly  arise  from  holding  this  to  be  a  case  of 
residence,  because  a  freeman  cannot  now  exercise  the 
parliamentary  franchise  unless  he  has  been  in  some  way 
connected  with  the  borough  previously  to  the  passing 
of  the  Reform  Act.  (a) 

Cockbttniy  for  the  respondent.  The  last  observation 
made  on  the  other  side  is  unfounded.  It  is  a  fact  well 
known  that  very  great  abuses  did  formerly  arise  in  elec- 
tions for  cities  and  boroughs  by  the  introduction  of  the 
non-resident  freemen,  and  one  of  the  principal  objects 
of  the  Reform  Act  was  to  remedy  that  mischief,  by  en- 
acting that  no  freeman  should  be  placed  on  the  register 
unless  he  had  resided  within  seven  miles  of  the  borough 
for  the  six  calendar  months  next  previously  to  the  last 
day  of  July  in  each  year.     The  real  question  here  is, 

(a)  Sed  vide  3  fT.  4.  c.  45.  »,  32.,  which  continues  the  rights  of  free. 
men  admitted  in  respect  of  $ervUude, 
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whether  there  was  a  bondjlde^  or  a  colourable  residence.        1844. 
it  is  an  important  fact  in  the  case,  that  the  claimant  is     whithoeh 
a  married  man,  having  an  establishment  at  Gloucester.       xhomas. 
Vbi  itfor,  ibi  domus.     His  residence,  therefore,  was  at 
Glcueeder.     Another   material  feature  in  the  case  is, 
ihat  Mr.  Sprinde^  in  whose  house  the  lodging  was  taken, 
was  agent  for  one  of  the  sitting  members,  and  that  he 
Qever  let  lodgings  to  any  body  but  the  claimant.    In  Rex 
^<-   TJie  Duke  of  Richmond  (a),  it  appeared  that  the  de« 
fondant,  who  had  been  elected  to  the  office  of  baili£P  of 
the  borough  of  Seqfbrdj  had  only  hired  lodgings  in  the 
rough,  and  had  resided  there  a  very  few  nights  in  his 
ay  to  and  from  the  camps  in  that  neighbourhood,  pre- 
vious to  his  election.     Lord  Kenyon  C.  J.  observed, 
^^  This  appears  to  have  been  a  mere  passage  residence ; 
Qxid  our  proceedings  would  be  ridiculous,  if  we  were  to 
decide  that  this  residence  was  sufficient."     In  the  pre- 
sent case  also  tliere  was  a  mere  passage  residence,  and 
ix,  might  just  as  well  be  said  that  a  person  who  slept  at 
an    inn  when  business  called  him  to  Temkeshwry  resided 
in  that  borough.     Further,  it  appears  that  the  claimant 
did  nothing  more  than  sleep  at  the  lodging.    Whenever 
lie  took  his  meals  at  the  house  of  Mr.  Sproule^  it  was  as 
A   guest.      In  Rex  v.  North    Curry  (6),    Bayley  J.,   in 
^Jefining  the  word  "  reside^*  says,  "  I  take  it  that  that 
^<>rd,  when  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  it  is  used  in  a 
>nore  extensive  sense,  denotes  the  place  where  an  indi- 
vidual eats,  drinks,  and  sleeps,  or  where  his  family  or 
"IS  servants  eat,  drink,  and  sleep."      The  residence, 
therefore,  in  the  present  case,  was  not  bonajide^  but 
^ourable. 

(a)  6  7.  B,  56a  (6)  \  B,  ^  C,  959. 

i   4 
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1844>.  Byles  Serjt.,  in  reply.     The  residence  is  not  colour- 

able, unless  there  be  fraud,  and  the  Court  will  act 
upon  the  rule  by  which  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is 
guided  in  special  cases,  and  will  not  see  fraud,  unless 
where  it  is  directfy  stated  to  exist.  Rex  y.  The  Duke  of 
Richmond  (a)  came  before  the  Court  on  aflSdavits,  and 
was  not  a  Qpal  decision ;  the  question  being  merely 
whether  the  facts  stated  ought  or  ought  not  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  consideration  of  a  jury.  There  is  a  wide 
distinction  between  residence  and  domicile*  In  Dr. . 
Story's  Conflict  of  Ijms^  s.  41.,  it  is  said,  **  By  the  term 
*  domicil,'  in  its  ordinary  acceptation,  is  meant  the 
place  where  a  person  lives  or  has  his  home.  In  this 
sense  the  place  where  a  person  has  his  actual  residence, 
inhabitancy,  or  commorancy,  is  sometimes  called  bis 
domicil.  In  a  strict  and  legal  sense,  that  is  properly 
the  domicil  of  a  person  where  he  has  hb  true,  fixed, 
permanent  home  and  principal  establishment,  and  to 
which,  whenever  he  is  absent,  he  has  the  intention  of 
returning  {animus  revertendi).^  {b)  There  is  no  doubt 
but  that  Gloucester  was  the  appellant's  domicile,  but 
it  does  not  follow  as  a  consequence  that  Tewkednay 
was  not  his  residence.  He  might  have  two  or  more 
residences. 

Tin  DAL  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  arbes  upon 
the  thirty-second  section  of  the  stat.  2^4.  c.  45., 
which  provides,  that  in  order  to  entitle  a  person  to  be 
registered  as  a  freeman  of  a  city  or  borough,  he  must 
have  ^^  resided  for  six  calendar  months  next  previous 
to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year  within  such  city 

(o)  6  T,  R.  5C0,  (6)  See  also  lect  43. 


Thomas. 
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or  borough,  or  within   seven  statute  miles  from  the        1844. 

place  where  the  poll  for  such  city  or  borough  shall     whuhoen 

heretofore  have  been  taken."     The  question,  then,  is, 

^liether,  on  the  (acts  which  are  stated  in  this  case,  we 

can   see  enough  to  say  that  the  revising  barrister  has 

done  wrong  in  holding  that  the  appellant  did  not  reside 

^i^ithin  the  borough  during  the  period  required  by  the 

^tAtute.     It  appears  to  me  that  the  facts  stated  do  not 

"w  that  the  claimant  had  a  bond  fde  residence  within 

borough  of  Tetokesbury.     I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 

object  and  motive  of  the  claimant's  residence,  viz. 

of  obtaining  a  vote,  can  detract  from  his  legal  right 

be  placed  on  the  register,  if  the  facts  shew  that  there 

an  actual  residence ;  but  at  the  same  time  the  ques- 

will  always  be,  whether  there  is  a  real,  substantial, 

vid  bond  fide  case  of  residence  established.     It  must  be 

limed  that  no  (acts  more  favourable  for  the  appellant 

Id  be  stated  than  those  which  are  set  out  in  the  case. 

^^bat,  then,  are  the  facts  upon  which  we  are  to  say 

that,  in  point  of  law,  the  appellant  resided  at  TemkeS" 

bu9y?   That  he  had  his  domicile  at  Gloucester  is  beyond 

^1  doubt;  and  with  respect  to  his  residence  at  Temkes- 

^;y,  the  facts  stated  are,  that  he  paid  Sproule  nine-pence 

A  ^veek  for  the  use  of  a  furnished  bedroom  in  his  house, 

^^d  also  a  closet,  without  a  window,  of  which  closet 

"^^  claimant  kept  the  key;  that  between  January  and 

*^^3^  he  had  kept  some  wine  samples  in  the  closet;  and 

^^t  during  the  same  period  he  had  slept  in  the  bed- 

^^^tn  twelve  times  on  the  occasion  of  his  coming  to 

-'^^^M^kesbuty.     Now,  first  of  all,  the  mere  payment  of 

^^^e^pence  a  week  for  this  room  &c.  would  not  make  a 

^^idence ;  nor  would  the  occupation  of  the  dark  closet. 

^sidence  implies  something  more  than  that.     It  must 


Thomas. 
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1844-.        mean  an  actual  occupation  by  the  party,  either  by  his 
~  being  there  himself,  or  by  the  presence  of  his  family  or 

▼.  servants.     There  must  be  an  animus  residendi.     Here 

the  claimant  has  slept  in  the  bedroom  sixteen  times 
during  the  year,  and  nothing  at  all  appears  in  the  case 
about  the  dates  of  the  first  four  nights  of  the  sixteen, 
except  so  far  as  it  is  left  to  inference  that  they  fell  within 
the  first  half  of  the  year  ending  July^  1844*.  It  is  quite 
consistent  with  the  case  that  they  were  the  first  four 
nights  of  that  half  year,  and  that  the  twelve  nights  on 
which  the  appellant  slept  at  Tewkesbury  during  the  last 
half-year  were  the  last  twelve  nights  of  July.  Now,  is 
there  to  be  no  discretion  exercised  by  a  person  adju- 
dicating upon  facts  like  these,  so  that  we  are  to  say  that, 
on  this  dry  state  of  facts,  there  was  what  the  law  calls  a 
residence  by  the  claimant  ?  In  my  opinion  the  revising 
barrister  has  drawn  the  proper  conclusion  from  the 
facts  before  him,  and,  therefore,  I  think  that  his  deci- 
sion must  be  affirmed. 

CoLTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
that,  upon  this  statement  of  facts,  we  must  consider  that 
the  appellant  not  only  paid  nine-pence  a  week  to  Mr. 
Sprouley  but  that  he  entered  into  a  contract  with  him ; 
that  contract  being,  that  he  should  sleep  in  this  bed- 
room whenever  he  came  to  Tewkesbury.  But  that  does 
not  necessarily  imply  a  residence  in  Tewkesbury.  It  is 
very  true  that  a  man  may  have  a  residence  in  two  dif. 
ferent  places,  but  his  domicile  will  be  where  his  family 
resides,  and  if  he  only  sleeps  occasionally  at  the  second 
place,  the  question  will  always  arise,  whether  such 
second  place  was  taken  animo  residendi.  Again,  al- 
though I  agree  that  it  is  perfectly  competent  to  a  person 
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to  take  up  bis  residence  in  a  borough  for  the  purpose        1844. 
o/*  obtaining  a  vote,  yet,  when  we  find  a  man  doing  so,      whithorm 
it  makes  otie  doubt  whether  it  be  done  with  an  animus       ^  ^' 

Thomas. 

^estdendi  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  parliament. 
A  residence  with  such  an.  object  would  not  in  any  de- 
cree invalidate  the  vote,  but  the  avowed  purpose  throws 
*onie  light  upon  the  question  whether  he  does,  or  does 
iiof,  come  to  the  borough  with  the  intention  of  residing 
til  ere.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  re- 
^'*sing  barrister  was  right. 

IVf  AULE  J.  I  also  think  that  the  barrister  was  right 
the  conclusion  which  he  drew  from  the  facts  stated. 
is  is  a  very  clear  case,  and  probably,  but  for  the 
***^portunity  of  the  appellant,  it  would  not  have  been 
**^^served  for  our  consideration.  The  revising  barrister 
'^^s  stated  his  opinion  that  the  claimant  had  not  resided 
itliin  the  borough  of  Tewkesbury.  I  should  feel  my- 
bound  by  that  decision,  unless  the  facts  stated  for 
opinion  of  the  Court  were  manifestly  inconsistent 
it.li  the  conclusion  at  which  the  revising  barrister  had 
^•■^t'ived.  But  this  is  far  from  being  a  case  of  that  de- 
scription ;  because  the  facts  stated,  which  are  of  course 
^^^  most  favourable  to  the  appellant  that  could  be  stated 
for*  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  lead  my  mind  without  any 
uiflBculty  at  all  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  appellant  had 
^ot,  a  residence  within  the  borough  of  Tewkesbury. 
^Usidence "  is  not  a  technical  term ;  it  is  a  word 
*^^pled  by  the  framers  of  this  act  of  parliament  from 
^^  popular  language  of  the  country,  and  is,  therefore, 
^^  t^  interpreted  in  its  popular  sense.  The  term  "  in- 
'^^itancy,"  on  the  other  hand,  has  a  technical  meaning 
^^^n  used  in  acts  of  parliament,  but  that  is  not  the 
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1844.        case  with  the  word  "  residence."     No  one  but  a  lawyer 

"Ti  '  could  doubt,  for  a  moment,  that  in  the  ordinary  accept- 

^*  ation  of  the  word,  the  appellant  *^  resided  "  at  Gfoti- 

Thomas.  ^  tr 

cesicTj  and  not  at  Tewkesbtay.  I  do  not  say  that  it  is 
not  possible  that  a  person  who  had  slept  twelve  times  at 
Tewkeslmry  within  a  year  might  have  acquired  a  resi- 
dence there,  but  there  are  facts  in  the  present  case 
which  lead  to  the  opposite  conclusion,  and  especially  the 
circumstance  that  the  claimant's  wife  and  family  resided 
at  Gloucester,  and  that  he  carried  on  his  business  in 
that  city.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  decision 
ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  I  also  think  that  it  ought  to 
be  affirmed  with  costs. 

Erle  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
is,  whether  the  barrister  was  legally  bound,  upon  the 
facts  stated,  to  find  that  the  appellant  had  resided  in 
Tewkesbury  within  the  meaning  of  the  Reform  Act.  | 
say,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Reform  Act,  because 
the  word  "  resident "  has  been  used  in  different  senses 
in  different  statutes.  I  am  not  aware,  however,  that  the 
facts  here  stated  would  amount  to  a  residence  within  the 
meaning  of  any  act  of  parliament.  The  object  of  the 
Reform  Act  was  to  prevent  those  who  had  a  local  interest 
in  the  borough  from  being  overpowered  by  the  influx  of 
non«resident  voters.  Now,  referring  to  the  ordinary 
meaning  of  the  word  "  residence,"  it  certainly  in  some 
degree  comprises  the  ideas  attached  to  the  word  **  home." 
But  would  any  person  say  that  the  alleged  residence  of 
the  appellant  suggested  any  one  of  such  ideas  to  him  ?  It 
does  not  even  appear  that  he  had  the  exclusive  right  to 
the  bedroom.  It  is  stated,  indeed,  that  he  slept  there 
twelve  times  in  the  course  of  six  months ;  but  so  be 


V. 

Thomas. 


VIII.  VICTORIA.  1S5 

might  have  done  at  an  inn.     The  fact  of  a  man's  sleep-        1844. 
ing  a  few  nights  at  a  place  by  no  means  constitutes  it      whithorh 
his  residence,  although  I  apprehend  that,  in  order  to 
constitute  residence,    it  may  not  be  necessary  that  a 
party  should  sleep  in  the  place  at  all.     He  might  him- 
self be  absent  the  whole  six  months,  but  if  his  family 
were  there,  and  he  had  the  intention  of  returning,  be 
might  still  **  reside  "  within  the  meaning  oF  this  statute. 
The  only  other  fact  to  which  I  need  advert  is,  that  the 
claimant  had  the  key  of  a  small  closet,  in  which  he 
kept  some  wine  samples;  but  taking  this  in  conjunction 
with  the  other    facts  of  the  case,  I  think  that   such 
an  occupation  does  not  make  a  residence. 

Cockbum  applied  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 

XiNDAL  C.  J.     Yes ;  this  being  a  clear  case,  costs 
must  be  granted. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 
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1844. 


"  To  Mr.  Samuel  Warburton^  of  Newton^  near  Hydcj 


November  18.    Gadsby,  Appellant,  aiid  Warburton,  Respondent. 

A  notice  of  •'T^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Richard 

signed^ X^  Matthemsj  Esq.,  one  of  the  revising  barristers  for 

PopiarGrov^  the  southem  division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

DuUbury,  on  'pj^g  respondent's  name  appeared  on  the  list  of  voters 

voters  for  the  for  the  southem  division  of  Lancashire^  and  the  appellant 

township  of 

Manchester.**      had  sent  to  him,  through  the  post,  a  notice  of  objection 

In  the  register     .       ,       -  ,,       .        - 

his  place  of       in  the  toliowing  form : 

abode  was  also 
stated  to  be 
**  Poplar  Grove, 

Didsbury.**        Cheshire. 

Held,  firsts  a 

sufficient  com-        <«  Take  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  name  being  re- 

pliance  with  ,  . 

the  form  pre-     tained  in  the  Harpurhey  list  of  voters  for  the  southern 

scnbcd  bv  stat 

6  Vict.  c.  18.      division  of  the  county  of  Lancaster.     Dated  &c. 
suuinrthe  "  "  *^^^^  Gadsbt/f  of  Poplar  Grovey  Didsbury^  on  the 

parilui  to'which  ^^g'^ter  ofvotcrs  for  the  township  of  Manchester.^ 

the  township 

of  Manchester         T||g  appellant's  name  was  on  the  register  of  voters 

belonged.  '  "^  ° 

Secondly,        for  the  township  of  Manchester^  and  his  place  of  abode 

thnt  the  de- 
scription in  the  was  there   stated    to  be    "  Poplar    Grove^    Didslmn/.*' 

notice  of  the 

objector's  place  The  revising  barrister  held  the  notice  of  objection  to  be 

of  abode  did         •         it*   •  •  i      •  i  t  •  i  i 

not  require  the  msumcient,  Considering  that  something  ought  to  have 
county'or  liuw  '^^^  added  to  the  description  of  the  objector's  plaice 
nwr which  ^^  *^^^  ^  ''Lancashire''  or  "near  Manchester'' 
Jjidsburyi^     ^Didsbury  being  a   few   miles  only   from  Manchester^ 

bury  being 
itself  a  township. 

Thirdly,  that  the  objector  was  right  in  describing  his  place  of  abode  as  it  appeared  oa 
the  register  of  voters. 

Sembie,  per  Maule  J.,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  an  objector  should  also  state  the  place 
of  abode  to  which  he  may  have  removed  since  the  register  of  voters  was  made  up. 

SembUt  per  Erie  J„  that  a  notice  of  objection  would  be  bad,  if  it  appeared  tiiat  an  im- 
proper description  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode  bad  been  purposely  inserted  in  the  re- 
gister. 

In  arguing  an  appeal,  only-  one  counsel  on  each  side  can  be  heard. 


Gadsbt 

V. 

Warbuktoh. 
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and  a  township  within  the  polling  district  of  Manchester),        184'l. 
or  tike  like,  as  the  case  might  be ;  and  he  retained  the 
respondent's  name  on  the  list  without  calling  upon  him 
to    prove  his  qualification. 

C^aekbum  (with  whom  was  Kinglake  Serjt.),  for  the  ap- 
pellant.    The  decision  of  the  revising   barrister   was 
wi-ong,  and  the  name  of  the  respondent,  therefore,  ought 
to*  be  expunged  from  the  list  of  voters.     Two  questions 
arise  for  the  consideration  of  the  court ;  first,  was  the 
desoription  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  as  stated  in 
the  notice  of  objection,  sufficient?  and,  secondly,  was  it 
rendered  so  in  consequence  of  the  description  being  the 
same  as  that  which  appeared  in  the  register?    It  is  sub- 
nutted,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  description  given  in 
^he    notice   of  objection   was  sufficient  in  itself.     The 
^^Ject  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  was  to  identify  the  party 
^ojectiiig,  and  to  enable  the  individual   against  whom 
oe  plaijection  is  directed  to  ascertain  who  the  objector 
T'he  form  given  in  Schedule  (A)  No.  5.  of  that  act 
*^  *^^^n  literally  followed,  with  one  exception,  viz.  the 
J®c^«r,  instead  of  saying  that  he  is  on  the  register  of 
^**^  for  a  parish,  states  that  he  is  on  the  register  of 
^•"^   for  the  township  of  Manchester,     But   the  term 
^^^uship  **  is  as  well  known  in  law  as  the  description 
^^   district,  as  the  term  "  parish,"  and  the  respondent 
8«>"^  easily  have  discovered  that  Didsbury  was  within 
^.        iPM^Uing  district  of  Manchester,  by  a  reference  to  the 
^^C  voters  for  that  township.     Secondly,  the  notice  of 


I     J^^^tion,  even  if  insufficient  in  itself,  was  made  good 

^^e  objector's  place  of  nbode  being  described  in  it 

^/^^^^tly  as  it  was  described  in  I  he  register  of  voters. 

^^    intention   of  the  stat.  6  Viet.  c.  18.  s.  7.   was  to 
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1844.        point  out  the  objector,  so  that  the  party  objected  to 

Gambt       might  ascertain  whether  he  was  a  person  entitled  to 

Wakboetov.    ^^^^  ^^  objection,  and  therefore  the  objector's  place  of 

abode  must  be  described,  in  the  notice  of  objection,  as  it 

appears  on  the  list  of  voters. 

Kinglake  Seijt.  applied  to  be  heard  on  the  same  side. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  By  the  sixtieth  section  of  the  stat.  6 
Vict,  c  18.  these  appeals  are  to  be  heard  and  deter- 
mined according  to  the  ordinary  practice  of  the  Court 
with  respect  to  special  cases.  We  can,  therefore,  hear 
only  one  counsel  on  each  side. 

Cardvoellf  for  the  respondent.  The  question  which 
really  arises  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  has  not 
been  accurately  stated  on  the  other  side.  The  bar- 
rister has  found,  as  a  fact,  that  the  notice  is  insufficient, 
and  the  point  to  be  determined  is,  whether  there  is  any 
thing  to  show  that  he  was  bound  in  law  to  consider  it 
sufficient.  The  respondent  resided  in  the  county  of 
Chester^  and  for  any  thing  that  appears  there  may  be 
two  or  three  places  known  by  the  name  of  Didsbury. 
The  respondent,  therefore,  was  entitled  to  more  precise 
information  relative  to  the  objector's  place  of  abode, 
and  he  had,  at  any  rate,  a  right  to  know  whether  the 
Didsbury  referred  to  by  the  appellant  was  in  Lancashire 
or  not.  \Maule  J.  There  might  be  a  Didsbury  in  the 
United  States.]  There  might  very  well  be  a  Didsbury 
in  Cornwall  or  in  Sussex.  The  notice  of  objection, 
therefore,  was  properly  found  by  the  revising  barrister 
to  be  in  itself  insufficient  As  to  the  second  point 
which  has  been  raised,  the  act  of  parliament  requires  t 
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statement  of  tbe  actual  place  of  abode  of  the  party  ob-        1844*. 
Jeot^ing,  and  not  his  place  of  abode  as  it  appears  on  the        Gadmt 
register.     He  may  have  put  upon  the  register  an  er-    warbitrtok 
roneous  description  of  his  place  of  abode,  or  he  may 
ha^ve    changed   his    residence   since    the   register    was 
out. 


Gockbum  replied. 


HDAL  C.  J.  I  think  the  test  to  which  the  sufficiency 

^^  this  notice  of  objection  is  to  be  brought  is  to  lay  it  by 

the     side  of  the  form  which  is  given  In  Schedule  (A) 

^^*     S.  of  the  Stat.  6  Fid.  c.  18.,  and  see  whether  it 

"^^^s»   or  does  not,  agree  with  the   form   there  given. 

^^^^>  when  we  look  at  this  notice,  it  corresponds  ex- 

^^•y  with  the  form  in  the  schedule,  except  in  the  sub- 

*^tut.ion  of  the  word   "  township  "  for  "  parish ; "  but 

^t    is  not  a  variance  from  the  form  given  by  the  act, 

^^^^^use  the  seventh  section   provides   that  the  notice 

*    ^11    be  in  that  form,  or  to  the  like  effect ;  and  if  the 

S^^ter  is  made  out  for  a  township,  it  is  necessary  for 

^^     party  objecting  to  say  that  he  is  on   the   register 

"^c^ters  for  that  township.     It  is  a  strict  compliance 

tbe  form,  therefore,  for  the  appellant  to  say  that 

on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  township  of  Man- 

I  think  also  that  the  form  has  been  sufficiently 

with  by  the  description  given  of  the  place  of 

^^^^cle,  and  that  the  notice  properly  inserted  the  same 

^^^^^ption  of  the  place  of  abode  as  that  which  appeared 

^*^  tfce  register.     A  place  of  abode  is  not  necessarily  a 

P^rfsh;  Com.  Dig.,  tit.  Abatement.   (F.  25.)     But  the 

^^i^ction  to  the  notice  is,  that  there  may  be  two  or  more 

places  called  Didsbury,  and  that  in  order  to  identify  the 

^OL.  I.  M 
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1844.  appellant's  place  of  abode,  the  words  *^  Lancashire'* 
Gadmt  ^^  **  ^^^^  Manchester*'  should  have  been  added.  I 
Wauurtok.  ^^'"'^j  however,  it  should  have  been  found  as  a  fact  in 
the  case  that  there  was  any  other  Didsbwy  than  that 
^'  near  Manchester^*  and  then  ground  would  have  been 
laid  for  shewing  that  practical  inconvenience  might  have 
followed  from  the  omission  of  those  words*  The  object 
of  the  act  seems  to  have  been  that  the  name  and  place 
of  abode  of  the  party  objecting  should  be  stated  in  the 
notice  as  it  appears  in  the  register  of  voters  for  the 
county,  because  that  is  the  place  to  which  the  party  ob- 
jected to  would  look  for  the  necessary  information. 
That  has  been  done  in  the  present  case,  and  therefore 
I  think  that  the  notice  of  objection  is  good,  and  that  the 
decision  of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  reversed. 

CoLTMAN  J.  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  respondent 
had,  in  the  present  case,  abundant  means  of  identifying 
the  party  objecting.  The  christian  name  and  place  of 
residence  described  in  the  notice  of  objection  are  the 
same  as  those  which  appear  opposite  the  name  of 
Gadsbyi  in  the  register  of  voters  for  the  township  of 
Manchester^  and  there  was  hardly  a  possibilty  of  in- 
convenience to  the  party  objected  to.  The  notice  is, 
therefore,  sufficient 


Maule  J.  I  also  think  that  this  decision  must  be 
versed.  It  appears  to  me,  that  although  the  barrister  has 
found  that  the  notice  was  not  sufficient,  it  is  yet  a  matter 
of  law  whether  the  facts  which  he  has  stated  for  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  warrant  the  conclusion  at  which 
he  has  arrived ;  and  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court 
in  thinking  that  his  decision  was  wrong.     The  statute 
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requires  the  notice  6{  objection  to  be  given  in  the  form  1844. 
No.  5.  Schedule  (A).  The  place  of  abode,  which  is  qI^^ 
placed  Within  brackets,  seems  to  me  to  mean  the  place  ^* 

^  Warhurtoit. 

of  abode  as  stated  in  the  register.      The  main  point  for 

the  party  receiving  a  notice  of  objection,  is  to  ascertain 

whether  the  party  objecting  has  a  right  to  object,  and 

by  looking  at  the  list  of  voters  it  can  soon  be  deter- 

robed  whether  the  party  whose  name  appears  on  the 

register  is  really  the  same  as  the  individual  sending  the 

notice  of  objection.     I  cannot,  therefore,  doubt  that,  in 

the  nodce  of  objection,  it  is  necessary  that  the  place  of 

&bode  of  the  objector  should  be  that  which  appears  in 

Ae  list  of  voters.     It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whe- 

"^er,  in  the  event  of  a  change  of  residence  since  the 

''%ister  was  made  up,  the  objector  should  also  insert 

his  last  place  of  abode  in  the  notice  of  objection,  but  I 

feline  to  think  it  would  not  be  necessary.-    The  lan- 

S^iBge  used  in  the  form,  following  the  signature  of  the 

P^'ty  objecting,  is  "  of*'  such  a  place ;  and  it  goes  on 

to  say,  «  on  the  register  of  voters  for  "  &c.     Now,  the 

Reticle  "  of*  is  more  fitly  introductory  of  the  place  of 

'^'^e  as  descriptive  of  the  person  who  writes,  than  of 

"^  place  firom  which  a  letter  is  sent     If  a  person  in- 

^oded  to  have  a  notice  sent  to  him,  or  to  have  a  letter 

•nsMrered,  he  would  date  his  letter  " Palace  Yardj*  and 

^^  append  to  his  signature  "  ^Palace  Yard."     In  the 

'<>tn^  No.  4.  Schedule  (A.),  where  the  notice  of  objec- 

*>oa     is  to  be  given  to  the  overseers,  the   word    "of" 

**oe^    not  precede  the  place  of  abode  of  the  party  ob- 

J^ctttig.     Upon  these  grounds,  I  think  that  the  revising 

"**'*'t8ter  was  wrong,  and  consequently  that  the  name  of 

^"^  i^espondent  must  be  struck  out  of  the  list  of  voters. 

m2 
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1844. 


Gadsbt 
▼. 

Warborton. 


Erle  J.  It  appears  to  me  also,  that  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  was  wrong.  The  first  question  is, 
whether  the  description  of  a  party  as  *^of  a  place 
which  is  Found  in  the  case  to  be  a  township,  is  sufficient. 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  necessity  in  law  for  adding  to 
such  a  description  the  name  of  the  county  in  which  the 
township  is  situate,  or  that  of  any  large  neighbouring 
town.  Upon  the  second  point,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
place  of  abode  intended  by  the  form  giyen  in  Sche- 
dule (A.)  No.  5,  is  the  place  of  abode  which  appears  in 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  county.  The  whole  object  of 
the  form  is  to  identify  the  objector,  and  if  he  had  pur- 
posely put  on  the  register  an  improper  description  of 
his  place  of  abode,  I  should  be  inclined  to  think  that 
the  notice  of  objection  would  be  bad. 

Decision  reversed. 


November  IS.    Gadsby,  Appellant,  and  Barrow,  Respondent. 


To  entitle  an 
occupying 
tenant  to  Tote 
for  knights  of 
the  shire, 
under  stat. 
2  fT.  4.  c  45. 
«•  20.,  be  must 
be  liable  to  a 
single  yearly 
rent  of  not  less 
than  50Lf  pay- 
able in  respect 
of  lands  held 
under  one 
Undlord. 


A  T  a  Court  held  before  Richard  Matthews^  Esquire, 
one  of  the  barristers  appointed  to  revise  the  lists 
of  voters  for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of 
Lancaster^  the  respondent's  name  appeared  on  the  list 
of  persons  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  elec- 
tion oF  any  knight  of  the^shire  for  that  division  of  the 
county.  The  respondent  was  objected  to  by  the  appel- 
lant. The  qualification  in  respect  of  which  the  re- 
spondent claimed  to  be  entitled  to  vote  was  described 
as  an  ^^  occupation  of  land  and  buildings  at  a  rental 
of  50/.  and  upwards."  It  appeared  that  the  respondent 
occupied  the  land  and  buildings  in  question,   for  which 
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be  paid  55L  a  year,  under  two  different  landlords,  to        ]  844. 

one  of  wbom  he  paid  a  rental  of  35/.  per  annum,  and        gambt 

to  the  other  a  rental  of  20/.  per  annum.     It  was  con* 

termed,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  the  occupation 

or   the  respondent  not  amounting  to  a  yearly  rental  of 

to  any  one  landlord,  he  could  not  unite  the  two 

upations  and  rentals,  so  as  to  qualify  him  to  vote  as 

AQ     occupying  tenant  of  lands  or  tenements  for  which 

b^    was  bonijide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than 

50il.     The  revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the 

respondent  had  made  out  a  sufficient  qualification,  and 

acr<rordingly  retained  his  name  on  the  list  of  voters. 

€}oMjum  (Kinglake  Serjt   with  him),  for  the  appel- 
IflLiiit    The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  twentieth  section  of  the  stat*  2  W.  4.  c.  45. 
T*tiat  section  enacts,  **  That  every  male  person  of  full 
%^  Aud  not  subject  to  any  legal  incapacity,  who  shall 
^  entitled,  either  as  lessee  or  assignee,  to  any  lands  or 
^^i^ements,  whether  of  freehold  or  of  any  other  tenure 
whatever,  for  the  unexpired  residue,  whatever  it  may 
^  of  any  term  originally  created  for  a  period  of  not 
less  than  sixty  years,  (whether  determinable  on  a  life  or 
I'ves,  or  not)  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than 
^^*  over  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  payable  out 
^^    or  in   respect   of  the   same,  ot*  for  the  unexpired 
^*^ue,  whatever   it  may  be,  of  any   term   originally 
^'^^^ted  for  a  period  of  not  less  than   twenty  years, 
(^ri^ther  determinable  on  a  life  or  lives,  or  not,)  of  the 
^^^^^  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  50/.  over  and  above 
^"     irents  and  charges   payable  out  of,   or   in  respect 
^^  t.lie  same,  or  who  shall  occupy  as  tenant  any  lands  or 
^^^^ments  for  which  he  shall  be  botiajide  liable  to  a 
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1844.  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50/.  shall  be  entitled  to  vote 
Gaosbt  *^  '^^  election  of  a  knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  to 
serve  in  any  future  parliament  for  the  county,  or  for 
the  riding,  parts,  or  division  of  the  county,  in  which  such 
lands  or  tenements  shall  be  respectively  situate."  The 
Court  will  have  to  determine  whether  the  words  in  the 
third  branch  of  this  section  extend  to  tenants  occupying 
lands  at  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  60L,  but  not  oc- 
cupying them  under  the  same  landlord.  It  is  submitted 
that  they  do  not.  If  the  amount  for  which  the  tenant 
is  liable  is  made  up  of  different  rents,*  he  does  not 
occupy  at  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50/.  In  the 
twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  it  is  required 
that  land  which  may  be  united  witli  a  building  in  order 
to  make  up  the  necessary  qualification  under  that  sec- 
tion shall  be  held  by  the  tenant  "  under  the  same 
landlord,"  which  shews  the  importance  attached  in  this 
act  of  parliament  to  such  a  holding.  In  the  same  sec* 
tion,  it  is  to  be  observed,  the  legislature  speaks  of  *^  any 
house"  &c.  in  the  singular  number,  and  therefore,  under 
the  corresponding  section  of  the  Irish  Reform  Act  {a\ 
it  has  been  held  that  a  party  claiming  to  register  cannot 
join  a  house  and  another  building  together  to  make  up 
the  qualification.  In  Sweetman*s  Case  (b)  the  notice  of 
registry  was  out  of  a  *^  counting-house  and  stores." 
The  counting-house  alone  was  not  worth  lOL  yearly, 
but  the  counting-house  and  stores  together  were  worth 
much  more  than  that  amount.  It  was  held  by  the 
majority  of  the  judges,  that  the  claimant  was  not  enti- 
tled to  register  as  a  householder,  as  he  could  not  unite 
the  stores  with  the  counting-house.     It   is   submitted, 

(a)  2  &  3  IF,  4.  c  88.  *.  7.  (6)  Jlcock*s  R.  C.  27. 
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thereforie,  that  when  the  legislature  conferred,  for  the        1844. 

first  time^  upon  the  classes  of  persons  pointed  out  by        gadm¥ 

the  t^rentieth  and  twenty-seventh  sections  of  the  Reform 

Act,   the  county  and  borough  franchises,  and  in  doing 

80,  Used  the  words  a  yearly  rent,  not  rents^  and  Aousej 

not  houMeSj  it  must  have  been  intended  that  two  separate 

holdings  should  not  be  joined  together  in  order  to  make 

op  the  requisite  value. 

GMrdwellf  €ontrd.    Both  the  words  and  the  spirit  of 

^^  act  are  in  conformity  with  the  decision  of  the  re« 

^*^iUg  barrister.     The  meaning  of  the  20th  section  of 

^    Ileform  Act,  looking  merely  at  the  words  of  the 

^'^Use,  is,  that  to  entitle  an  occupying  tenant  to  a  vote 

^^  the  county,  he  must  hold  lands  for  which  he  pays 

^^    as  rent.     But,  upon  an  examination  of  the  lan« 

^^^^Ke  used  in  the  27th  section,  it  appears  much  more 

^^^^i*ly  that  such  must  have  been  the  intention  of  the 

^^^^      of  parliament.      In   that  section   are   the   words 

^KKler  the  same  landlord,"  and  the  omission  of  those 

^^>*c3s  in  the  20th  section  suflBciently  indicate  the  dis- 

^^^^ion  which  was  intended  to  be  made  between  the 

^^*^  coitions  on  which  the  county  and  the  borough  fran- 

^^9«8  were  to  be  acquired.     Analogous  cases  have  been 

^^^^ided  under  the  Poor  Law  Acts.     In  Bex  v.  Tad- 

^^^^^cr  (a),  the  pauper  had  taken  and  paid  rent  for  two 

^^iftdings,  neither  of  which   was  rented  at  10/.,  though 

^h«2    amount  of  rent  paid  for  both  exc.eeded  that  sum. 

^■^^  buildings  were  held  by  the  pauper  as  tenant  to  two 

^iB^rent  landlords,  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

decided  that  he  thereby  gained  a  settlement  by  renting 

(a)  4  B.  ^  Jd,  70S. 
M  4 
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1844.       a  tenement  under  the  staL  6  G.  4.  c.  57.9  which,  like  the 
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.  Gambt  statute  now  under  consideration,  speaks  of  rent  in  the 
singular  number.  Rex  v.  North  CoUingham  (a),  which 
was  decided  upon  the  statute  of  59  G»  S.  c.  50.,  had 
previously  determined  the  same  point.  The  statute 
2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  being  an  enfranchising  act,  ought  to 
receive  a  liberal  construction,  and  therefore  the  re- 
spondent, paying  upwards  of  50/.  a  year  as  rent,  is 
entitled  to  a  vote  for  the  county. 

Cockbum,  in  reply,  referred  to  Rex  v.  Wootton  (6),  and 
Rex  V.  Tanbridge.  (c) 

Tjndal  C.J.  The  question  to  be  decided  in*  this 
case  arises  upon  the  proper  construction  to  be  given  to 
the  latter  part  of  the  20th  section  of  the  stat.  2  fF.  4. 
c.  45.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  section  gives,  for 
the  first  time,  a  new  right  of  voting  in  three  different 
instances,  for  it  is  well  known  that  before  the  Reform 
Act  passed,  no  person  with  less  than  a  freehold  interest 
was  qualified  to  vote  at  elections  for  a  knight  of  the 
shire.  The  right  now  under  consideration  is  given  by 
this  section,  amongst  others,  to  every  person  ^*  who 
shall  occupy,  as  tenant,  any  lands  or  tenements  for 
which  he  shall  be  bonajide  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not 
less  than  50/."  Looking  at  these  words,  I  think  the 
sense  of  them  is,  not  only  in  grammatical,  but  in>  legal 
construction,  that  the  party,  in  order  to  obtain  a  right 
to  vote,  shall  be  liable  to  a  single  rait  of  not  less  than 
50/.  a  year.  If  the  statute  had  intended  that  this 
amount  should  be  made  up,  if  necessary,  of  divers 
rents,  it  would  have  been  just  as  easy  to  have  said,  *^  a 

(a)   \  B,  ^  a  578.  {b)  \  A.  ^  E.  236. 

(c)  e  B,^  a  ««. 
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yearly  rent  or  rents  of  not  less  than  50/."     In  further*        1844. 

ance    of  this  being  the  true  construction  of  the  words  of       gadmt 

the  ciGt,  see  how  the  same  section  confers  the  right  of 

votingr  in  the  two  other  cases.     In  tiie  first  place,  the 

right  is  given  to  any  person  entitled  as  lessee  or  assignee 

to  the  unexpired  residue  of  any  term  originally  created 

for  60  years,  if  of  the  value  of  10/.     In  that  case  there 

<^ouId  be  no  doubt  that  the  value  might  be  made  up  of 

several  houses  of  smaller  value  than  10/.,  if  comprised 

in  one  lease  (a),  because  term  is  the  expression  used ; 

but    it  is   equally  clear  that  the  act  never  intended  to 

confer  the  franchise  in  respect  of  two  or  more  terms^ 

^<^cli    of  less  value  than   lOL,  though  their  aggregate 

value  might  reach  that  amount.     So  in  the  next  in- 

^^^■^oe ;  where  a  person  is  possessed  of  the  unexpired 

''^^idue  of  a  term  originally  created  for  not  less  than 

*^  years,  if  of  the  value  of  50/.,  he  is  entitled  to  a  vote. 

-*'  n^re,  again,  you  have  the  description  of  a  person  who 

^  ^o  have  a  right  to  vote  in  respect  of  a  single  term. 

*  «^n,  when  we  come  to  the  case  of  a  party  occupying 

'^-^^cls  as  a  tenant,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  the 

^^S^^I&ture  should  have  contemplated  any  other  tenure 

t-nc^o  that  of   a  tenant   holding   under   one  landlord. 

dicing,  therefore,  the  words  of  the  clause  by  them- 

1  think  they  must  mean  to  confer  the  right  of 

Noting  in  respect  of  a  liability  to  a  single  rent  of  not 

*^^«  than  60/.     And  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  words 

^^   the  27th  section  of  the  statute,  it  seems  to  me  that 

^««y  rather  support  the  view  which   I  take  of  the  20th 

^^^^■on.     In  the  27th  clause  of  the  act,  no  mention  is 

'^^^^^  of  rent.     The  words  of  that  section  give  the  right 

(a)  See  fFebb  ▼.  The  (heneeri  of  Birmingkamt  antd,  p.  18. 
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1844.  of  voting  for  cities  and  boroughs  to  any  person  who 
Qj^j^^^^  shall  occupy,  as  owner  or  tenant,  "  any  house,  ware- 
house, counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,  being, 
either  separately,  or  jointly  with  any  land  within  such 
city,  borough,  or  place,  occupied  therewith  by  him 
as  owner,  or  occupied  therewith  by  him  as  tenant 
under  the  same  landlord,  of  the  clear  yearly  vabte 
of  not  less  than  10/."  In  that  section  it  might  be 
necessary  to  specify,  that  when  land  was  held  with  any 
building,  and  the  value  of  each  was  added  up  to  make 
the  requisite  yearly  value  of  lOL,  they  should  be  held 
by  the  occupier,  not  being  the  owner,  as  tenant  under 
the  same  landlord ;  otherwise  a  person  would  have 
been  allowed  to  add  together  the  values  of  premises 
held  by  him  of  different  landlords.  But  the  words  in 
the  20th  section  are  ^^  a  yearly  reniy'  and  therefore  it 
was  unnecessary  to  say  that  the  party  must  occupy  the 
lands,  in  respect  of  which  he  might  be  liable  to  that 
rent,  as  tenant  under  the  same  landlord.  It  is  to  be 
observed,  too,  that  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  78.,  recites 
the  20th  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  makes  some 
new  enactments,  extending  the  rights  of  50/.  occupiers, 
and  I  think  it  may  be  reasonably  inferred  that  if  it  bad 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  alter  the  former 
act  in  respect  of  the  tenant's  liability  to  one  yearly  rent, 
that  alteration  would  have  been  made  when  the  statute 
of  Victoria  passed.  That  statute  does  provide  for  cases 
of  successive  occupation,  and  of  joint  occupation  by 
several  tenants,  still  observing,  however,  the  singular 
number,  by  speaking  of  "  a  yearly  rentJ*^  Upon  these 
grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  respondent  was  not 
entided  to  vote,  and,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister  was  wrong. 


Bakrow. 
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CoLTMAN  J.  The  20th  section  of  the  stat  2  ^.  4.  1 844. 
C45.,  speaks  of  "a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than  50/."  gIdmy 
Now,  if  a  party  occupies  two  sets  of  premises  under 
two  landlords,  one  set  of  premises  at  a  rent  of  40/., 
and  the  other  at  a  rent  of  10/.,  he  cannot  be  said  to 
occupy  any  premises  at  "  a  yearly  reni  "  of  50/.  We 
must  follow  the  clear  meaning  of  the  words  used,  unless 
there  be  something  in  the  act  which  shews  that  the  legis- 
lature had  a  different  intention  to  that  which  they  have 
expressed,  and  I  do  not  see  any  thing  either  in  the 
section  itself,  or  in  the  rest  of  the  act,  which  leads  me 
to  suppose  that  an  occupation  under  two  different  land* 
lords  was  intended.  It  may  well  be  that  the  legislature 
did  Dot  think  it  desirable  that  a  party  should  be  sub- 
jected to  the  torture  of  deciding  on  the  conflicting 
claims  of  two  different  landlords,  when  it  might  be  doubt- 
ful to  which  of  them  he  owed  his  allegiance.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  respondent  is  not  entitled  to 
have  his  name  retained  in  the  list  of  voters. 

Maule  J.  I  also  think  that  the  party  is  not  entitled 
to  vote,  he  not  being  a  person  occupying  lands  for 
which  he  was  liable  to  a  yearly  rent  of  not  less  than 
^  within  the  words  of  the  20tk  section  of  the  Reform 
Act.  The  respondent  occupied  two  portions  of  land, 
for  one  of  which  he  was  liable  to  a  rent  of  35/.  a  year, 
find  for  the  other  to  another  yearly  rent  of  20t  There 
^*S  therefore,  no  portion  of  land  occupied  by  him  for 
^hich  he  was  liable  to  a  rent  of  50/.  But,  if  a  party 
^^  land  at  50/.  a  year,  he  is  liable  to  pay  that  rent 
lor  every  inch  of  the  ground  so  taken.  It  appears  to 
^  that  the  claim  of  the  respondent  clearly  falls  without 
^  Words  of  tlie  clause;  and  as  the  words  are  very 
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1844.  precise,  we  are  bound  to  abide  by  them.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  this  is  the  only  clause  in  this  act  of 
parliament,  or  in  any  act  of  parliament  that  I  know  of^ 
which  confers  a  franchise  in  respect  of  a  liability  to  pay 
rent.  It  does  not  confer  the  right  to  vote  in  respect  of 
the  value  of  the  lands  occupied,  nor  in  respect  of  the 
payment  of  the  rent.  When  the  foundation  of  the  right 
is  of  so  peculiar  a  nature,  one  can  hardly  deal  with  it  in 
the  same  manner  as  one  would  do  in  construing  other 
rights  which  are  conferred  in  the  ordinary  way.  When 
the  value  of  the  land  is  the  criterion  of  the  right  to 
vote,  the  presumption  would  be,  unless  the  words  of  the 
act  required  a  different  construction,  that  the  values  of 
different  lands  might  be  added  together,  but  when  the 
vote  depends  on  a  liability  to  pay  a  rent  of  50/.,  there  is 
nothing  to  shew  that  the  adding  togetlier  of  different 
smaller  rents  is  within  the  meaning  of  the  legislature. 
I  therefore  think  that  the  respondent's  vote  was  im- 
properly allowed  by  the  revising  barrister* 

Erle  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  it  was  intended  by 
the  twentieth  section  of  stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  to  give  a 
qualification  to  vote  for  counties  in  respect  of  leasehold 
property  in  three  instances;  first,  to  termors  for  sixty 
years,  when  the  yearly  value  of  the  premises  is  10/.; 
secondly,  to  termors  for  twenty  years,  when  the  pre- 
mises are  of  the  yearly  value  of  50/. ;  and,  thirdly,  to 
tenants  from^  year  to  year,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  50/.  It 
seems  to  me  that,  under  the  terms  of  this  section,  no 
person  could  qualify  as  an  occupying  tenant,  unless  he 
held  lands  under  one  tenancy  at  one  rent.  This  view  of 
the  case  is  fortified  by  a  reference  to  the  twenty-seventh 
section,  where  the  word  ^'  rent "  is  not  used,  but  where 
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the  words  *^  under  the  same  landlord  "  shew  that  it  was 
intended  to  confer  the  right  of  voting  in  respect  of  one 
tenancy.  With  respect  to  the  poor  law  statutes,  their 
whole  tenor  seems  to  shew  that  the  legislature  intended 
that  a  party,  in  order  to  acquire  a  settlement  by  occupy- 
ing a  tenement,  should  have  sufficient  credit  for  the 
tai[ingof  a  tenement  of  the  value  of  10/.;  and,  therefore, 
whether  he  occupied  under  one,  or  two  landlords,  is  not 
material.  But  the  analogy  from  the  decisions  upon  the 
construction  of  these  statutes  is  not  very  cogent  in  the 
present  case* 

Decision  reversed. 


1844. 


Gausbt 
Barrow. 


CuioNO,  Appellant,  and  Toms,  Respondent.       November  is. 


T^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
James  Lancaster  Lucenaj  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister 
^^  the  borough  of  Totnes,  who  stated  the  following 
*^  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

fronds  Brooking  Cuming^  of  Fore  Street^  in  the  list 

w  voters  for  the  parish  of  Totnes,  in  the  borough  of  Tot' 

^  objected  to  the  name  of  Francis  Cooker  being  re- 

^'Ded  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the 

^'^tion  of  members  for  the  said  borough.     A  paper* 

^^iK2g(a)  purporting  to  be  a  duplicate  of  the  notice  of 

^Rl^otion,  stamped  at  the  post-office  on  the  21st  day  of 

'^^gUc^  last,  was  produced  before  the  revising  barrister. 

"^     said  paper  had  been  signed  by  the  objector,  and 

^^I^ared  by  him  with  the  original  notice,  and  both 

V^)    Thu  was  the  duplicate  itself/  which  was  annexed  to  the  case,  and 
^"^  ^Im  pott-office  stamp,  «  Tofnef,  21  st  Augutt  1844.** 


The  produc* 
tion  bj  the 
objector  him- 
self of  a 
stamped  du- 
plicate notice 
of  objection,  is 
sufficient, 
under  the  stat. 
6  VUA.  c,  18. 
t,  lOa,  though 
the  notice  was 
posted  by  an 
agent. 


CvMiMa 
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1844.  were  addressed  to  the  voter  at  his  place  of  abode  as  de- 
scribed in  the  said  list,  and  both  were  delivered  by  the 
objector  to  James  Bosson  Taylor^  his  clerk,  to  take  to  the 
post-office,  on  the  said  2 1  st  day  of  August.  The  said  James 
Bosson  Tca/lor  immediately  left  the  office  of  the  objector, 
taking  with  him  the  said  paper  and  notice,  and  returned 
within  the  space  of  a  quarter  of  an  hour  with  the  said 
paper  stamped  with  the  post-office  stamp,  ^^  21st  August 
1844.^  The  said  notice  would  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  post  have  been  delivered  at  the  voter's  place  of 
abode,  as  described  in  the  said  list,  on  or  before  the 
25th  day  of  August  last  James  Bosson  Taylor^  being 
confined  by  illness,  was  unable  to  attend  before  the  bar- 
rister. It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  Francis  Cooker^ 
that  as  such  alleged  duplicate  was  produced  by  the 
objector  himself,  and  not  by  the  said  James  Bosson 
Taylor,  as  the  party  who  posted  the  notice,  the  service 
of  the  notice  was  not  duly  proved,  and  the  revising 
barrister  being  of  that  opinion,  retained  th^  name  of  the 
voter  on  the  list.  The  voter  did  not  prove  his  qualifi- 
cation. The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  under  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  the  above 
statement,  the  name  of  the  said  Fiancis  Coaker  was 
rightly  retained  on  the  said  list  of  voters  for  the  borough 
of  Totnes.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the 
roister  was  to  stand  without  amendment ;  if  of  a  con- 
trary opinion,  then  the  register  was  to  be  amended  by 
expunging  therefiom  the  names  of  the  said  Francis 
Cookery  and  the  other  parties  who  were  joined  with  him 
in  the  appeal. 

Cockbttrn  for  the  appellant.      The  question   in   this 
case  turns  upon  the  stat.  6  Vici,  c.  18.  5. 100.  (a),  and  is 

(o)  See  Uie  secUoo  set  out  at  Iragth,  ant^  pp.  9S»  9i. 
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simply  this,  viz.  whether  the  identical  party  who  delivers         1844. 

the  notices  of  objection  to  the  postmaster,  must  attend  comiii 
before  the  revising  barrister  to  prove  the  fact  of  such  ^^^ 
delivery.  It  is  submitted  that  it  was  the  obvious  inten- 
tion of  the  statute  that  the  production  of  the  duplicate 
by  any  person  should  be  sufBcient  It  can  make  no 
diflference  whether  it  be  produced  by  one  person  or 
another.  ^Tindal  C.  J.  Credit  is  given  to  the  stamp.] 
It  i^ould  lead  to  great  inconvenience  and  expense  if  the 
production  of  the  stamped  instrument  would  not  suffice* 
T-ne  statute  must  receive  a  reasonable  construction,  and, 
uierefore,  the  Court  will  not  require  that  the  duplicate 
sh&U  be  produced  by  the  very  party  who  posted  the 
JJotice  of  objection. 

-fCinglake  Seiju  for  the  respondent.     It  is  important 

^<^t  the  party  who  has  posted  the  notice  should  himself 

P*"ociuce  the  duplicate  before  the  revising  barrister,  be- 

tbe  place  and  time  at  which  the  notice  was  posted 

be  material,  in  order  to  shew  that  the  notice  would, 

^^    tihe  ordinary  course  of  the  post,  have  reached  the 

P^>*t;3r  for   whom   it  was  intended,   at  a  proper  time. 

t  ^^9idal  C.  J.   The  post-office  stamp  proves  that.]    The 

^Hl^ct  of  this  clause  was  to  relieve  the  party  objecting 

^<ri  a  portion  of  the  difficulty  which  was  formerly 

^^C3kwn  on  objectors  in  proving  the  service  of  notice  of 

^J  Miction.     Before  the  statute  passed,  the  objector  must 

"■*'^^«  delivered  the  notice  of  objection  himself,  or  have 

^^^^  an  agent  for  that  purpose,  and  he  must  now  comply 

8^^^ctly  with  the  new  mode  of  proof  required  by  the 

statute.     [^Tindal  C.  J.    Do  you  mean  to  contend  that, 

\^    the  present  instance,  the  clerk  ought  not  to  have 

i^ken  the  notice  of  objection  to  the  post-office  ?]     It  is 
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1844.  submitted  that  the  notice  must  be  delivered  at  the  post- 
^^^^^^  office  by  the  objector  in  person.  \Tindal  C.  J.  Then  a 
^IL.  ^^^  labouring  under  a  fit  of  the  gout  could  not  make 

an  objection.]    He  would  not  be  able  to  avail  himself  of 
this  mode  of  proving  the  service  of  the  notice,  but  he 
might  have  the  notice  served  by  an  agent  in  the  or- 
dinary way.     Contrasting  the  language  used  in  other 
sections  of  the  act  with  the  terms  used  in  the  100th 
section,  there  seems  to  be  no  room  for  doubt  that,  when 
notices  of  objection  are  sent  through  the  post,  they  must 
be  delivered  to  the  postmaster  by  the  objector  himself. 
In  section  17.  the  words  are,  ^*the  person  so  objecting 
shall  give  or  causeto  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the 
person  objected  to."     So,  in  section  7.,  the  words  are, 
''  give  or  cause  to  be  giverif*  and  ^'  leave  or  cause  to  be 
lejir     In  the  third  section,  it  is  said  that  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  shall  "  cause  to  be  delivered**  his  precept  to 
the  overseers ;  and,  by  section  10.,  the  town  clerk  is  to 
^*  cause  to  be  delivered**  his  precept.    But  the  100th  sec- 
tion of  the  act  requires  that  "  whenever  any  person 
shall  be  desirous  of  sending  such  notice  of  objection  by 
the  post,  he  shall  deliver  the  same"  to  the  postmaster; 
and  further  on,  it  is  provided,  that  "  the  production,  by 
the  party  who  posted  such  notice^  of  such  stamped  du'^ 
plicate,   shall  be  evidence  of  the  notice  having  been 
given  to  the  person  at  the  place  mentioned  in  such 
duplicate,  on  the  day  on  which  such  notice  would,  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been  delivered  to  such 
place.''     It  is  contended,  therefore,  that  the  delivery 
and  production  of  the  notice  must  be  by  the  hand  of  the 
objector  himself. 

Cockbiirriy  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


V. 

Tout. 
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^INDAL  C.J.  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  general  1844. 
maxim  of  law,  qiufacit  per  aliumyfacit  per  sey  should  not  Coiuifo 
^PPly  in  this  particular  instance.  If  it  could  be  shewn 
that  any  mischief  would  arise  from  holding  that  the 
objector  may  do  by  the  hands  of  an  agent  what  it  is 
clear  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  himself,  the  matter  might  be 
difiFerent;  but,  in  point  of  fact,  when  the. duplicate  is 
produced,  the  whole  faith  and  credit  which  is  attached 
^  it  is  given  to  the  stamp  of  the  postmaster.  The 
stamp  remains  the  same,  whether  the  duplicate  be  pro- 
duced by  the  party  who  signed  the  notice  of  objection, 
^^  l^y  the  clerk  who  posted  it.  It  serves  only  to  create 
*  needless  difficulty  to  say  thatthe  party  objecting  shall 
'^^t  employ  his  clerk  to  go  to  the  post-office  to  deliver 
^^  notices  of  objection,  as  he  would  any  other  letters. 
^^  seems  to  me  to  be  quite  consistent  with  the  reason  of 
^e  case,  and  with  the  words  of  the  clause,  to  hold  that 
tfiis  ^as  a  good  production  of  the  stamped  duplicate. 

CoLTMAN  J.  We  had,  on  a  former  occasion  (a),  a 
S*c^Ocl  deal  of  discussion  on  a  point  arising  upon  this  sec- 

^n,  whether  a  delivery  of  a  notice  of  objection  to  a 
Postmaster's  managing  clerk  was  sufficient.  The  ques- 
tion was  undoubtedly  open  to  much  argument,  but  the 
^"-^urt  thought,  afler  taking  time  for  consideration,  that 
^ne  delivery  was  sufficient  in  that  case.  That  decision 
^^^nas  to  me  to  be  an  authority  in  the  construction  of 

^^  statute  in  the  present  instance.  I  see  no  reason 
^njr  the  objector  himself  should  be  the  person  who 
*o^*^ally  posts   the   notice  of  objection,   and  I   think, 

^^■*«fore,  that  we  are  authorised  to  consider  this  as  a 

(a)  In  AUan  ▼.  WaUrhoute^  antd,  p.  9S. 
'^OL.  1.  N 
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184>4.        sufficient  production  of  the  duplicate  within  the  meaning 
CuMiKo       of  the  Statute, 


V. 

Toms. 


Maule  J.  It  would  require  very  strong  words  in 
the  act,  or  proof  that  a  manifest  inconvenience  would 
be  thereby  avoided,  to  induce  me  to  hold  that  the  com- 
mon rule,  that  personal  service  shall  not  be  required 
from  the  party  on  whose  behalf  the  service  is  made, 
ought  to  be  departed  from  in  the  present  instance. 
There  is  nothing,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  the  words  of 
this  act  of  parliament,  and  nothing  is  suggested  in  the 
shape  of  inconvenience,  which  requires  us  to  put  such  a 
construction  upon  the  statute.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
delivery  of  the  notice  of  objection  was  sufficiently 
proved  by  the  production  of  the  stamped  duplicate 
before  the  revising  barrister ;  and  that  it  would  be  de« 
feating  a  very  valuable  provision  in  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment if  we  were  to  hold  the  contrary. 

Erle  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  statute 
says  that  the  party  objecting  ^^  shall  deliver  "  the  notice 
of  objection  to  the  postmaster ;  but  I  think  these  words, 
being  only  directory,  would  be  complied  with  if  the 
notice  were  delivered  by  the  hand  of  an  agent.  The 
rule,  qui  facit  per  alium,  facit  per  se,  applies  here,  and, 
therefore,  the  objector,  who  produced  the  stamped  du- 
plicate before  the  barrister,  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
the  person  who  posted  the  notice  of  objection,  and  his 
production  of  the  duplicate  made  it  evidence  of  the  de- 
livery of  the  notice.  Although  in  other  sections  of  the 
act  the  words  "  give  or  cause  to  be  given^"  and  "  leave  or 
cause  to  be  left "  are  found,  they  seem  to  have  been  in- 
troduced only  for  greater  caution. 

Decision  reversed. 
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1844. 


IfBTrLBTON,  Appellant,  and  Burrbll,  Respondent.    November  19. 

A  N  application  had  been  made  within  the  first  four  The  Court  re- 
days  of  the  term,  for  leave  to  enter  an  appeal  in  ^q  appeal 
this  case  from  the  decision  of  Edward  Erasttts  Deacon^  df^^on^of  a 
^•scj^  the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  Wakefield^  revising  bar- 
^hc  had  died  without  siffnincr  a  statement  of  facts  agreed  entered,  where 

^  .  the  barrister, 

°pon  and  signed  by  the  respective  attorn ies  for  the  ap-  ffter  consent- 

^  ing  to  grant  a 

P^llant  and  the  respondent.     The  affidavit  upon  which  case,  an6  ex. 
^'^e  application  was  founded  was  made  by  i\\Q  London  approval,  of  the 
■®eDt  to  the  appellant's  attorney,  and  the  Court,  express-  J^^gtotcment  of* 
«^«  a  doubt  whether  they  had  jurisdiction  to  interfere,  [jj^^^^^enf 
^«^ally  permitted  the  appeal  to  be  entered  de  bene  esse^  to  the  parties 

"    *  '  '  to  draw  up  m 

»r^   order  that  time  might  be  allowed  for  preparing  fresh  another  form, 

^^^  and  died  with* 

atndavits  by  parties  who  had  a  personal  knowledge  of  out  signing 

.1  ^  the  case  as 

^'^^  MlCtS.  altered  in  ao- 

cordance  there* 
witl). 

Kinglake  Serjt.  now  renewed  his  application.     It  ap- 
peared, upon  the  affidavits,  that  at  the  last  revision  of 
tfee  lists  of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Wakefield^  the 
appellant  had  objected  to  the  votes  of  the  respondent 
and  others;  and  that  the  barrister  had  disallowed  the 
objections,  and  retained  the  names  of  the  parties  upon 
Ac  list     The  appellant,  thereupon,  gave  the  barrister, 
^n  open  court,  a  written  notice  of  his  intention  to  appeal 
^nst  the  decision;  and   the  barrister  consented   to 
S^t  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  and  desired 
^"C  parties  on  both  sides  to  prepare  a  statement  of  facts, 
promising  that  he  would  aflerwards  examine  and  settle 

N  2 
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158  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

iS44!.  such  statement  A  statement  of  facts  was  accordingly, 
NETTLrroN"  '^^  sftme  day,  agreed  upon,  drawn  up,  and  signed  by 
the  attomies  for  the  appellant  and  respondent  respect- 
ively ;  and  it  was  handed  to  the  barrister,  who  expressed 
his  approval  of  the  facts  stated  and  the  points  of  law 
raised,  but  returned  it  to  the  parties,  with  a  recom- 
mendation to  draw  up  the  case  in  accordance  with  an- 
other form,  which  he  lent  to  them  for  that  purpose. 
The  parties,  accordingly,  remodelled  the  case  in  the 
form  suggested,  and  sent  it  back  to  the  barrister,  with 
the  declaration  required  by  the  statute,  duly  subscribed 
by  the  appellant  Shortly  afierwards  the  revbing  bar- 
rister died  suddenly,  and  the  case  was  found,  after  his 
death,  among  his  papers,  unsigned  by  him. 

The  learned  seijeant  submitted,  that  the  signature  of 
the  barrister  was  not  necessary,*  under  the  forty-second 
section  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  in  order  to  give  the 
Court  jurisdiction.  The  provisions  of  that  section  were 
merely  directory.  His  approbation  of  the  case  was  all 
that  was  required,  and  that  had  been  given.  [Tindal  C.  J. 
The  affidavits  do  not  state  that  the  revising  barrister  ex- 
pressed his  approbation  of  the  case  as  altered.  One 
does  not  see  why  he  should  not  have  signed  it  imme» 
diately,  if  he  approved  of  it.  He  might  have  carried  it 
away  with  him  to  consider  about  it.  Matde  J.  Th^ 
presumption  which  arises  from  the  absence  of  the  revis- 
ing barrister's  signature  is,  either  that  he  did  not  see 
the  altered  case,  or  that,  having  seen  it,  he  did  not  ap- 
prove of  it  Tindal  C  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
matter  was  merely  in  fieri^  and  that  the  case  was  not 
completely  settled  by  the  revising  barrister.  We  have, 
therefore,  no  jurisdiction.] 
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Chamtell  Serjt.,  wbo  was  on  the  other  side,  « 
called  upon. 


Application  refused. 


goie; 


rtof 


Oavis,  Appellant,  and  Waddington,  Respondent.    ^««"*n-  21- 
'  I  ''UlS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  tbe  decision  of  By  letien 

•*-  '^'^  patent,  dated 

John  Melior,  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the  aaEHi.,  Uw 
'^^''thern  division  of  iforthamptonshirt,  by   whom   tbe 
■ollowing  cose  was  stated  for  tbe  opinion  of  tbe  Court. 

Thomas  IVadditlgton  duly  objected  to  the  name  of 
*^ontas  Davis,  which  appeared  on  tbe  list  of  claimants 
n>r  the  parish  oi RotkaxU,  as  follows:  — 


t>a*u,TbMnu. 

Rothwell. 

Freehold  Imuks, 

EtnolumenU    arising 

lands,  and  gar- 

nut    of     freehold 

den,  as   PrtV 

houses    and    lands 

dpal  nf  Jesus 

Hospital. 

Hospiul.Riithocll, 

neir  tbe  church,  oc- 
cupied bj   himself, 
Bobert      Stafford, 
and  othen. 

1 

tie  also  objected  to  the   name  of  Sobert  Bwbage, 
**hiGh  appeared  on  the  same  list  as  follows :  - 


»urt.g^iU*«. 

Roth-ell. 

Freehold        ap. 

poiDtoient    a> 

out      of      rreehold 

/nnotfof  Je- 

house*    and    lauds 

luiHiMpital. 

Hospiul,  Rothwell, 
in    the   occupation 
of  hiiawlf,  Robert 
Stafford,  and  ol  ben. 

Jtnu  Hotpitai, 
RotiaaeU,  were 
incorporated, 
■od  empowered 
to  apptunt  and 
arooTe  ■  prin- 
cipal and 
twrnty-four 
poor  men,  *o 

I   to  be  cooTB- 
.   nient'to  them, 
>r  the  greater 
I    number  of 

I    them.     The 

I    also  em- 
powered the 

malcc  bye-lawa 

ordained,  that 

far  certain 

ofiencea  thernn 

described,  or 

other  lawful 

and  reasonable 

inmates  might 
be  removed. 


Hm, 


the  bospilal. 
>i>ed  the  rent*  of  tbe  hospital  estates,  and  paid  tbem  to  the  piincipal  and 
• — "w  men.  Tbe  principal  waa  provided  with  ■  bouse  and  garden,  and  each  inmate  with 
^'*>«ni  aod  picc«  of  ground  within  the  hospiul,  of  a  lalue  eiceeding  40i.  per  annum. 
^^fri,  that  [he  appointments  of  the  principal  and  inmatvs  under  the  charter  did  not  confer 
°I**^n  Iheoi  anjp  freehold  interest  entitling  them  to  a  vote  for  tbe  coun^,  but  merely  an 
"^Wt*  during  IIm  plcMurc  of  the  goiemora. 

N  » 
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1844.  It  appeared  that  one  Oweti  Ragsdale^  deceased,  left 

Davis  ^^^  estate  for  founding  an  hospital  at  Rothwell  to  five 
Waddikotom  trustees,  who  were  incorporated  by  the  name  of  **  The 
Governors  of  Jesus  Hospital^  Rothwell/'  by  letters  pa- 
tent, bearing  date  the  thirty-eighth  year  of  Elizabeth. 
The  governors  receive  the  rents  of  the  estate,  and  pay 
to  the  principal  and  inmates  of  the  hospital  as  follows : 
—  to  the  principal  35/.  per  annum,  and  to  each  inmate 
6s.  per  week.  There  are  now  twenty-six  inmates,  two 
having  been  added  to  the  original  number  of  twenty- 
four  by  recommendation  of  the  charity  commissioners. 
In  accordance  with  the  bye-laws  made  by  the  original 
governors,  and  now  in  force,  the  principal  is  elected  by 
the  majority  of  the  governors,  and  the  inmates  by  such 
governors  in  rotation.  The  appointments  are  in  writing, 
and  generally  in  the  following  form:  — 

«*  To f  principal  of  Jesus  Hospital^  in  Rothvoellj 

in  the  county  of  Northampton^ 

"  Whereas ,  a  poor  man  late  of  your  said  hos- 
pital is  dead,  you,  the  said  principal,  are  hereby  to  ad- 
mit  ,  in  the  hundred  of ,  in  the  said  county, 

into  your  said  hospital,  in  the  room  and  place  of  the 

said ,  deceased ;  it  being  my  turn,  as  one  of  the 

governors  thereof,  to  appoint  a  poor  man  to  be  placed 
in  the  said  hospital  upon  a  vacancy ;  and  for  so  doing 
this  shall  be  to  you  a  sufficient  warrant. 

"Given   under  my  hand  and  seal   this day  of 

18—." 

♦  No  imtance  is  recorded  of  any  principal  or  inmate 

having  been  expelled  the  hospital.  The  principal  has  n 
house  and  garden  within  the  hospital,  and  each  inmate, 
on  his  appointment,  is  provided  with  a  room  and  piece 
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of  ground  for  his  own  separate  use,  of  the  value  of  more        184-4. 

than  4iOs.  per  annum,  which  is  generally  the  room  and         Oxm 

garden  of  the  person  whose  death  gave  occasion  for  his 

appointment ;  but  the  principal  exercises  a  discretion  as 

to  the  room  which  the  new-comer  is  to  use.     There  are 

al&o  four  halls  in  common  to  the  inmates.     The  charter 

oF   incorporation  sets  forth  the  power  of  the  governors 

tt&^n  being,  and  their  successors,  and  a  majority  of  them, 

-  tf  electj  nominatey  and  assigfh  appoint^  license,  deprive, 

^9rf,  and  amove  the  said  principal  and   twenty-four 

pc>or  and  infirm  men  in  the  said  hospital  called  Jesus 

t^^osj^tal  in  Bothwell,  in  the  county  of  NoHhampton, 

from  time  to  time  to  be  placed  there  for  the  time  being, 

OK*    either  of  them,  so  often  as  it  shall  seem  to  be  conve- 

a  i^^tto  them  or  the  greater  number  of  them,"  {totiesquoties 

^^i,  out  eorum  numero  mqfori,  conveniens  fore  videbilw.) 

X^be  said  charter  further  declares  that  the  "  govoTiors 

^€aU  be  able  to  make  fit  and  xshdesome  statutes  and  ordi- 

^^^^nces  in  writifig,  concerning,  atui  touching  the  nomina-- 

'*^^  election,  order,  gaoernment,  punishment,  expulsion, 

^'^'^ion,  and  direction  of  the  said  principal,  and  twenty - 

'Our  poor  and  infirm  men,  and  every  of  them ;  and  con* 

^^t'ning  and  touching  the  stipends  and  salaries  of  the 

^^^Qie  principal,  and  twenty-four  poor  and  infirm  men, 

^nd  every  of  them ;  and  concerning  and  touching  the 

^^der  of  government,  demising,  leasing,  disposition,  re- 

^very,  and  defence  and  preservation  of  the  manors 

^d    messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and   hereditaments^ 

P^ods  and  chattels  of  the  aforesaid  hospital."     It  then 

P^^s  the  same  powers  to  the  successors  of  the  said 

?>vemor8,  and  declares  that  such  statutes  and  ordinances 

**^1  not  be  repugnant,  contrary,  or  derogatory  to  the  laws, 

statutes,  rights,  or  customs  of  the  kingdom  of  England, 

N  4 
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1844>.  In  pursuance  of  the  powers  granted  by  the  charter, 

P^^j^         the  original  governors  made  lye4avDS  or  statutes  for  the 
^'  election^  gooemmefit^  and  remaoal  of  the  principal  and 

poor  men  in  the  hospital ;  by  which  it  is  ordained  that 
no  principal  or  poor  man  shall  be  eligible  to  be  ad- 
mitted unless  he  be  forty  years  of  age  at  the  least,  and 
be  unmarried,  nor  shall  they,  being  admitted,  continue 
in  the  said  hospital  unless  they  continue  to  be  unmar- 
ried. The  said  statutes  also  ordain,  *^  that  when  any  of 
the  poor  or  sick  men  shall  die,  resign,  -  give  over  bis 
his  place,  or  for  any  ofiepce  or  other  lawful  and  reason- 
able cause  be  removed,  the  principal  shall  give  notice 
to  the  governor  (whose  turn  it  is  to  nominate  a  poor 
man)  of  the  same."  The  statutes  relating  to  the  re- 
moval of  the  poor  men  order  that  every  poor  man 
dwelling  in  the  hospital  shall  work  at  any  trade,  ac- 
cording to  his  strength,  that  is  not  noisy  or  noisome, 
and  by  no  means  give  himself  to  '^  idleness,  drunken- 
ness, vagrant  life,  or  begging ;  and  the  principal  shall 
inquire  and  report  to  the  governors  which  of  the  said 
poor  or  sick  men  shall  be  idle,  and  which  shall  resort 
to  the  alehouse  or  place  of  great  disorder,  to  the  intent 
that  all  the  said  governors,  or  such  governors  which 
with  the  most  part  of  the  assistants — (the  assistants  are 
elected  by  a  majority  of  the  governors,  and  have  no 
voice  in  appointing  the  poor;  the  governors  elect  a 
governor,  on  death  or  resignation,  from  the  assistants) — 
shall  assemble  at  the  said  house  at  some  convenient 
time  by  any  of  the  governors  appointed  therefore,  after 
reasonable  notice  of  that  time  given  to  all  the  rest  of  the 
governors  and  assistants  for  the  time  being  to  examine 
the  case,  may  instantly  inflict  such  punishment  upon 
the  offenders  by  abatement  of  their  wages,  expulsion  or 
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oiAermse^  as  they  shall  think  that  the  offence  shall  de-        1844. 


serTe.** 


Waddingtok. 


Davis 

It  was  objected  on  the  behalf  of  the  said   Thomas    ^^^J^ 
WaddifigUm  that  the  claimants  above  mentioned  had  no 
estate  which  entitled  them  to  have  their  names  respec- 
tively retained  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  parish 
of  ItoikweOj  inasmuch  as  the  power  of  amotion  by  the 
governors  contained  in  the  charter  of  incorporation, 
&nd  which  was  not  exhausted  or  limited  by  the  sub- 
'^uent  bye-laws,   prevented   them   respectively   from 
acquiring  any  estate  of  freehold  by  virtue  of  their  ap- 
pointment.    The  revising  barrister  decided  in  favour  of 
the  objection,  and  expunged  the  names  from  the  list. 

MaunseU  for  the  appellant     The  governors  of  the 

hospital,  being  incorporated  by  charter  from  the  Crown, 

&re  to  appoint  the  principal  and  inmates.     In  the  ap- 

P^>intments  which  they  make,  nothing  is  said  about  the 

^^tate  taken  by  the  principal  and  inmates,  and,  there- 

'^^e,  they  must  be  presumed  to  be  appointments  for 

'*fe^  conferring  upon  the  appointees  the  right  of  voting 

■^«'     the  county.       It  is  true,  that  by  the  charter   of 

-^^Mitutbeth  the  governors  have  the  power  of  removing  the 

T^'^incipal  and  inmates   ^^toties  quoties  sibij  out  eorum 

^***»iero  majorij  conveniens  fore  videbiiur;**  but  the  word 

^^^^nvenienSy^  as  used  in  the  charter,  is  not  a  term  like 

^M4rante  bene  placito"  implying  an  arbitrary  power  of 

''^*^oval.     The  charter  may  receive  a  contemporaneous 

^'^psosition,  and  the  bye-laws  of  the  hospital  may  be 

I  P*"C3iperly  referred  to  for  that  purpose.     The  words  of  a 

8**^nt  from  the  Crown  may  be  extended^  by  contem- 

P^^^aneous  exposition  and  constant  usage,  even  beyond 

^^^ir  natural  import,  so  as  to  confer  a  right  to  exercise 
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1844.  an  office  within  a  city  and  the  liberties  thereof,  granted 
^^  only  to  be  exercised  within  the  city;  The  Mayor  of 
London  v.  Long  (a).  A  multo  fortiori^  therefore,  con- 
temporaneous exposition  and  subsequent  usage  are  re* 
ceivable  to  shew  that  the  words  of  an  ancient  charter 
were  used  in  a  more  limited  sense  than  that  in  which 
they  are  now  understood.  Contemporaneous  docu-* 
ments  were  resorted  to,  in  order  to  explain  the  mean- 
ing of  a  charter,  in  JTie  Governors  of  Lucton  School  v* 
Scarlett,  {b)  In  the  present  case  the  original  govemorsy 
pursuant  to  the  powers  granted  by  the  charter  of  incor- 
poration, made  ceitain  bye-laws  for  the  election,  go- 
vernment, and  removal  of  the  principal  and  inmates ; 
and  as  those  bye-laws  specify  the  causes  for  removal,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  the  original  governors  did  not 
understand  the  word  *'  convenietis  "  as  conferring  upon 
them  an  unlimited  power  of  removing  from  the  hospital. 
That  view  of  the  meaning  of  the  word  is  confirmed  by 
subsequent  usage,  which  is  always  receivable  to  explain 
any  doubtful  words  in  a  charter ;  TTie  Mayor  of  Hull  v. 
Homer  {c) ;  Rex  v.  Farlo  (d) ;  BUtnkley  v.  Winstanley.  (e) 
It  is  found  in  the  case,  that  no  instance  is  recorded  of 
any  principal  or  inmate  having  been  expelled  the  hos- 
pital. It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  they  take,  upon 
their  appointment,  an  equitable  estate  for  life,  defeasible 
only  upon  their  marrying,  or  otherwise  infringing  the 
bye-laws;  and  the  law  will  not  presume  such  an  in- 
fringement. In  effect,  the  estate  is  to  be  held  during 
good  behaviour;  and  in  Cruisers  Dig.  tit.  Offices^  it  is 
said  {g) :  "  If  an  office  be  granted  to  a  person  quamdiu 

(o)  I  Camp.  22.  (6)  2  F.  ^  J.  330. 

(c)  I  Cowp.  102.  (d)  Id.  248. 

(#)  3  r.  n,  288.,  per  BuUer  J.  (g)  Tit.  xxv.   $  27. 
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se  bene  gesseritj  the  grantee  has  an  estate  for  life.  For,  1844. 
as  nothing  but  misconduct  can  determine  his  interest,  j^x^u 
no  one  can  prefix  a  shorter  time  than  bis  life ;  since  it 
must  be  by  bis  own  act,  which  the  law  will  not  presume, 
that  bis  estate  can  determine."  [Tindal  C.  J.  Is  there 
any  estate  at  all  vested  in  the  principal  and  inmates  ? 
The  estate  is  conveyed  to  the  governors.]  The  corpo- 
ration are  mere  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  principal 
and  inmates,  who  are  in  receipt  of  the  profits  of  the 
estate,  and  therefore,  under  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  74., 
vet  entitled  to  vote  for  the  county. 

Byles  Seijt.,  contra.  The  revising  barrister  has 
rightly  decided  that  these  parties  are  not  entitled  to 
vote.  Their  claims  are  not  made  in  respect  of  any 
particular  room,  or  portion  of  the  hospital.  Without 
inquiring,  however,  whether  they  have  estates  of  free- 
hold within  the  meaning  of  stat.  8  Hen.  6.  c.  1.  &  stat. 
10  Hen.  6.  c.  2.,  it  is  sufiicient  to  contend  that  they  have 
not  estates  for  life.  They  are  removable  by  the  go- 
vernors ^* as  often  as  it  shall  seem  convenient  to  them;'' 
*^words  not  very  unlike  those  which  used  to  be  in- 
^rted  in  the  commissions  of  the  judges  of  the  realm, 
nrforethe  Revolution,  viz.  ^^  durante  bene  placito  nos" 
tr(K**  The  words  of  the  charter  are  not  "  as  often  as  it 
sball  i^,"  but  "  as  often  as  it  shall  seem  convenient.** 
The  discretion  of  the  governors  to  remove  is  unfettered, 
and,  therefore,  the  tenure  under  which  the  inmates  hold 
^eir  appointments  is  not  of  such  a  character  as  to 
confer  the  right  of  voting. 

•Mbwwf//,  in  reply,  referred  to    Wynne  v.  Wynne  (a) ; 
Q>.  Utt.  42  a. ;   Wilkinson  v.  Maliju  (b) 

V«)  2  Af.  j;  G.  19.  note  (a).         (6)  2  Ttfr.  544.   S.  C  12  C-  ^  J.  636. 
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1844.  TiNDAL  C.  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  the  parties  who 

j)j,yj^        claimed  to  have  their  names  inserted  in  the  register  did 

WAoouroToif  "^'  ^^®  *  freehold  estate  in  the  property  in .  question. 
The  letters  patent  of  incorporation  to  the  governors 
contain  a  power  to  the  trustees  to  nominate  whom  they 
think  proper,  and  also  a  power  of  removal,  which  is 
expressed  in  the  most  general  terms  —  **  so  often  as  it 
shall  seem  to  be  convenient  to  them,  or  the  greater 
number  of  them/'  Words  more  general  in  their  im- 
port, or  giving  a  wider  exercise  of  discretion,  can  hardly 
be  conceived.  Although  I  do  not  dissent  from  the 
general  proposition,  that  a  charter  may  receive  a  con- 
temporaneous exposition  from  the  bye-laws,  yet  I  do 
not  see  that  the  bye-laws,  in  the  present  instance,  carry 
the  case  any  further ;  for  they  reserve  to  the  governors 
th^ power  of  removal  for  any  "offence,  or  other  law/id 
and  reasonable  cause.^^  Now  it  is  not  very  difficult  to 
suggest  a  reasonable  cause  for  removal,  without  any 
offence  having  been  committed  by  an  inmate  of  the 
hospital.  I  can  suppose  the  case  of  a  man  having  sud- 
denly become  rich ;  an  event  which  would  make  it  very 
improper  for  him  to  receive  the  proceeds  of  a  charitable 
'  bequest.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  these  parties 
did  not  take  a  freehold  estate,  and  that  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  was  right. 

CoLTMAN  J.  Had  the  terms  of  the  charter  been 
somewhat  different  from  what  they  are,  there  might 
have  been  more  room  for  Mr.  MaunselVs  argument ;  but 
the  words  are,  "  So  often  as  it  shall  seem  to  be  conve- 
nient to  them^  or  the  greater  number  of  them.**  An  estate 
granted  upon  such  terms,  is  an  estate  held  during  plea- 
sure, not  for  life. 
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BIaule  J.     The  question  whether  these  parties  have        1844. 
an  estate  for  life  depends  upon  the  nature  of  their  ap-        ^datu 
pointments  by  the  governors.  The  power  of  appointment 
is   limited  by  the  clause  in  the  charter,  which  authorises 
the  governors  to  *^  elect,  nominate,  and  assign,  appoint, 
license,  deprive,  expel,  and  amove  "  the  principal  and  in- 
mates, ^so  often  as  it  shall  seem  to  be  convenient  to  them, 
or  the  greater  number  of  them."    The  charter  being 
vhoUy  written  in  Latin,  the  word  **  conveniens  '*  must 
have  borne  the  same  meaning  in  the  time  of  Queen 
Elixabeih  as  it  did  in  the  days  of  Augustus  CcBsar,  or  as 
'^  bears  now,  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria.     The 
^ords  in  question  mean,  in  my  opinion,  '^  as  it  shall 
s^em  fit  to  them/'    An  appointment  of  that  kind,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  can  never  confer  any  right  on  a  person 
except  such  as  might  be  taken  away  at  the  discretion  of 
^e  trustees.     This  is  not  at  all  like  a  case  where  words 
are  used  sufficiently  operative  to  create  an  estate,  which 
may   be  afterwards  defeated  by  a  clause  of  forfeiture. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  revbing  barrister  was  right 
^n  his  decision. 

£rl£  J.     Without  discussing,  in  this  case,  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  nature  of  the  property  was  sufficient 
^  qualify  the  claimants,  I  think  that  the  decision  of  the 
if^vising  barrister  was  right.     The   bye-laws  did  not, 
u^d  could  not,  restrict  the  powers  of  the  trustees.     As 
to   the  argument  from  usage,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that 
tile  continuance  of  an  estate  is  no  test  whatever  to  shew 
tHat  the  estate,  as  originally  created,  was  good. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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1844. 


November  31. 


Simpson,  Appellant,  and  Wilkinson,  Re- 
spondent. 


By  itat 
S3  EHx.  c.  7., 
it  was  enacted 
that  for  the 
space  of  twent J 
years  next 
ensuing,  per- 
sons might 
make  feoff* 
ments  to  the 
use  of  the 
poor,  and  for 
the  provision 
or  maintenance 
of  houses  of 
correction  or 


fTPON   a   consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
John  Mellor,  Esquire,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 


northern  division  of  the  county  of  Northampton^  the 
following  case  was  stated  by  him  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court :  — 

John  Dauntecy  Simpson  duly  objected  to  the  names 
of  Henry  Allen  and  of  twelve  others,  similarly  qualified, 
being  retained  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  northern 
division  of  the  county.     The  description  of  the  said 
rf'£!?£***^'**'  flip/i/y  AUen^  on  the  register,  was  as  follows :  — 


Henry  Allen. 


Lord  Burghley*s  Hos- 
pital, St.  Martin's, 
Stamford  Baron. 


Freehold  te- 
nement or 
room. 


Henry  Allen, 
occupier. 


The  said  Henry  Allen  was  appointed  by  the  Marquis 
of  Exeter  to  be  one  of  the  bedesmen  of  the  hospital, 
hereinafter  described,  in  the  room  of  William  Benson^ 


tenements,  in 
the  same  man« 
ner  as  might 
have  been  done 
under  a  former 
statute^  1 8  £/«. 
c.  90.     The 
Stat  Sd  EUx. 
c.  5.,  after  re- 
ferring to  the 
Stat  35  EH*, 
c.  7.,  recited 
that  no  hos- 
pital, house  of  correction,  or  abiding-place,  could  be  incorporated  but  by  the  Crown,  or 
under  licence  from  the  Crown  by  letters  patent,  and  enacted  that  hospitals  might  be 
founded,  by  deed  inrolled  in  Chancery,  and  that  sach  hospitab  should  be  incorporated  and 
have  perpetual  succession. 

A  freehold  building,  called  Surghley  HospUalt  was  divided  into  several  rooms,  each  of 
the  annual  value  of  4L  Each  room  was  separately  inhabited  by  a  bedesman,  appointed 
under  certain  ordinances  purporting  to  have  been  made  a.  d.  1597  (before  the  stat  39  Elhu 
c  5,yf  but  of  which  only  a  printed  copy  eiisted.  No  deed,  or  charter,  or  letters  patent 
relating  to  the  hospital  could  be  found ;  neither  was  there  any  common  seal,  nor  any  in- 
rolment  under  the  stat.  39  EUx.  c  5.  The  ordinances  referred  to  certain  feoffees  and  their 
heirs,  but  none  were  known  to  exist  No  person  admitted  as  a  bedesman  had  ever  been 
known  to  be  removed  during  his  life,  but  a  power  of  amotion  was  contained  in  the  ordi- 
nances (by  which  the  hospital  was  governed)  for  certain  infirmities  and  vices  specified 
therein.  Held,  that  a  legal  foundation  for  the  hospital  might  be  presumed,  not  necessarily 
investing  the  bedesmen  with  a  corporate  character,  and  tliat  they  were  entitled  to  a  separate 
equitable  estate  of  freehold  in  their  respective  rooms. 

No  objection  can  be  argued  upon  the  hearing  of  an  appeal  which  is  not  raised  by  the 
case  stated  by  tlie  revising  barrister. 
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deceased.    The  following  b  a  copy  of  the  appointment,        1844. 
dulj  stamped.  8n.»o> 

V. 

**  Be  it  known  that  I,  The  Most  Honourable  Brawns     Wiwihsow. 
Unoj  Marquis  and  Earl  of  Exeter^  and  Baron  of  Burgh- 
1^3  have  nominated  and  appointed,  and  by  these  presents 
do  nominate  and  appoint,  Henry  Allen^  of  Stamford^  in   ' 
the  county  of  Lincoln^  to  be  one  of  the  brethren  of  the 
hospital  of  St.  Martin%  Stamford  Baron,  in  the  county 
of  Northampton^  in  the  room  and  place  of  William  Ben- 
^on^   lately  deceased.      And  I  do  hereby  require  and 
direct  that  the  said  Henry  Allen  be  accordingly  admitted 
into   the  brotherhood  of  the  said  hospital,  and  have, 
i^eceive,  and  enjoy  all  the  benefits,  profits,  and  advant- 
ages which,  as  one  of  the  brethren  thereof,  he  ought  to 
"^ve  and  enjoy. 

**  Given  under  my  hand  this  22d  day  oi  May  1834. 

«  (Signed)         Exeter r 

In  the  parish  of  St.  Martin\  Stamford  Baron,  is  a 
'^^oliold  building    called  by  the  name   of  "  Burghley 
'^^^ot^iial/*   or  occasionally    "  St.   Martinis  Hospital,^* 
^^Hich  is  divided  into  several  rooms,  each  of  which  is 
•"^spectively  inhabited  by  a  bedesman,  appointed  under 
tli^  rules  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  by  which  the  hos- 
pital is  governed.     Each  bedesman  keeps  the  key  of  his 
^^^H>in,   and  the  successor  of  each   deceased   bedesman 
^^c^oupies  the  same  room  as  did  his  predecessor.     These 
i^CK^ms  are  on  the  ground  floor.     The  upper  story  of 
tb^  building  extends  over  all  the  said  rooms,  and  is  let 
^    a  granary  by  the  warden  and  bedesmen  .at  an  entire 
i^nt,  which  they  divide  amongst  themselves  equally. 
"^^Urh  room  occupied  is  of  the  annual  value  of  4/.,  inde- 
pendently of  the  rent  received  for  the  granary.     The 
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By  Stat. 

•  'O    JtHmm    Cm     /•! 

it  was  enacted 
that  for  the 
space  of  twenty 
vears  next 
ensuing,  per- 
sons might 
make  fcofT- 
ments  to  the 
use  of  the 
poor,  and  for 
the  provision 
or  maintenanc- 
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'\i\  on  the  part  of  the  objector,  1844. 

r  the  claimants  had  any   freehold  estate,  simwom 
.:i  estate  only  as  members  of  a  corporation 


V. 

WlLKlMSOK. 


^-     i  ii:it  they  had  no  freehold  estate  at  all. 
.    1  hat  even  if  they  had  any  freehold  estate,  it  was 
'   t-^iate   in  joint  tenancy  in  the  hospital,  and  not  a 
^^'parate  and  exclusive  estate  in  the  rooms,  and  that  the 
claims,  therefore,  were  bad. 

The  barrister  overruled  these  several  objections,  and  de- 
cided to  retain  the  name  of  the  said  Henry  AUen^  and  also 
the  names  of  the  said  twelve  other  persons  respectively, 
<A  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  parish  of  St  Martin*Sy 
SUntjfijrd  Baroriy  being  of  opinion  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, a  legal  foundation  might  be  presumed,  not 
oeoessarily  investing  the  claimants  with  a  corporate 
cbaracter,  and  that  they  were  respectively  entitled  to  a 
ttpante  freehold  estate  in  their  rooms  respectively. 

The  following  are  the  material  portions  of  the  or- 
dinances annexed  to,  and  forming  part  of,  the  case :  — 

**  Ordinances  made  by  Sir  William  Cecily  Knight  of 

^  Order  of  the  Garter,  Baron  of  Burghletff  for  the 

^''der  and  government  of  thirteen  poor  men  (whereof 

^'ii^  to  be  the  warden)  of  the  hospital  in  Staniford  Baron, 

n  the  county  of  Northampton^   to  remain  in  a  chest 

^  A  chamber  in  the  said  hospital,  locked  up  with  two 

*cveril  locksy  the  keys  whereof  to  remain  in  the  custody 

^  the  vicar  oi  Si.  Martinis  and  the  bailiff  of  the  manor. 

^  yicmmo  Augustif  anno  tricesimo  none  Eliz.  R^.  et 

^^Dom.  1597. 

^  1*  The  first  five  shall  be  named,  chosen,  and  ad- 
*nted  by  me^  William  Lord  Burghley,  during  my  life, 
™  ^fier  by  my  heir  male,  that  shall  be  owner  of  my 
▼ou  I.  0 
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1844.        house  and  Lord  BurghUy^  thereof  the  foremost  shi 
g^^^^       be  called  the  warden  of  tlie  almshouse  of  Lord  Burgkk^^  -^ 
*^  2.  The  next  four,  that  U  the  sixth,  seTenth,  eight 
and  ninth,  shall  be  named  and  admitted  by  the  vicar 
SL  Martinis  for  the  time  being,  the  bailiff  of  the  mao< 
of  Slatnford  Baron,  in  the  county  of  NartAamptan, 
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the  eldest  churchwarden  of  S^.  MartMs  and  by  the' 
that  shall  be  (a)  in  the  nunnery  otherwL^^ 

called  SL  MichaeFs,  and  in  the  inn  called  the  George^  ii 
Stamford  Baron j  or  the  greater  number  of  them. 

^^  3.  The  last  four,  viz.,  the  tenth,  eleventh,  twdfib 
and  thirteenth,  shall  be  named  and  admitted  by  him 
that  shall  be  for  the  time  alderman  for  the  borough  of 
Stamford^  in  the  county  of  Lincoln^  and  by  the  recorder 
of  that  town,  the  steward  and  bailiff  of  the  said  manor 
of  Stamford^  or  the  major  part  of  them,  whereof  the 
alderman  to  be  one. 

^'  8.  Item.  —  In  the  nomination  of  the  said  warden 
and  twelve  poor  men,  the  circumstances  following  shall 
be  observed,  or  else  none  otherwise  named  shall  be 
allowed. 

^*  9.  First,  every  one  so  to  be  named  shall  be  pre- 
sented in  the  church  of  SU  Martiris  upon  a  Smdrnf  in 
the  forenoon,  to  the  vicar  of  the  said  church,  and  by 
him  to  be  allowed  to  be  of  honest  Christian  profession, 
and  able  and  well  disposed  to  say  the  Lord's  Prayer, 
the  Creed,  and  to  learn  to  answer*  to  the  Ten  Com* 
mandments,  as  are  prescribed  to  such  as  are  catechiaed. 

"  10.  Item.  None  shall  be  admitted  thereto  but 
such  as  shall  have  -been  born  in  the  counties  of  Nartk* 
amp/onj  Lincoln,  or  Ruiland,  or  that  have  dwelt  for  the 

(s)  This  blank  tppeared  in  the  original  cjsci 
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space  of  seTen  years  within  seven  miles  of  the  borough        J  844. 
of  Stamfbrdj  except  the  Lord  of  Burghley  shall  for  some        sxmpsow 
T^easonaUe  cause  dispense  therewith ;  neither  shall  any 
be  thereto  allowed  that  are  under  thirty  years  of  age, 
or  that  hath  any  certainty  of  living  above  the  value  of 
53i.  4</.  by  the  year;  nor  any  that  is   known   to  be 
diseased  of  any  leprosy,  or  the  pox  called  the  French 
pox;    nor   any   drunkard,   barrator,   or   infamous   for 
^altery ;  these  and  such  like  faults. 

**  II.  Item.     The  said  poor  men  shall  and  may,  as 
fiear  as  may  be,  be  chosen  out  of  such  as  have  been 
rither  honest  soldiers  or  workmen,   as  masons,   car- 
Pinters,  or  others,  artisans  of  handicraft,  or  labourers 
>n  any  work  or  in  husbandry,  or  servants  that  are  by  sick- 
'^ess  or  any  other  impediment  unable  to  get  their  livings 
^y  their  handiwork,  or  by  daily  service,  as  beforetime 
^ey  have  done ;  and  if  after  they  shall  be  chosen  to 
^e  places,  any  of  them  shall  fall  into  such  infirmities 
^^  infectious  diseases,  or  be  justly  infamed  and  con- 
^^ticed  of  such   notable   vices  as   above   in   the   next 
'^^fmer  article  mentioned,  they  shall   be  displaced  by 
^^^m  by  whose  authority  they  were  placed,  and  their 
allowance  to  cease  within  fourteen  days  after  their  dis- 
I^lacing;  against  which  time  their  places  shall  be  sup- 
lolled  by  such  as  have  displaced  them. 

^12.  Item.  None  of  the  said  twelve  poor  men  shall 
^Ki  toy  alehouse  or  other  places  play  at  cards,  dice,  or  any 
^tber  unlawful  game  i  but  if  after,  on  a  warning  given 
^^  them  by  the  vicar  of  St.  Martin%  or  of  the  bailiffs 
^f  Stamford  Baron^  or  of  the  manor  of  the  borough  of 
^^'ftlfbrd,  to  forbear  from, such  unlawful  play,  any  one 
shall  be  the  second  time  committing  such  offence  pro- 
nibited,  he  shall  be  removed  from  his  place,  and  shall 
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receive  no  more  weekly  relief  except  he,  in  acknowledg- 
ing his  faulty  and  promising  of  amendment,  shall  be 
restored  by  the  said  vicar  and  bailiff,  and  two  other 
of  the  number  that  first  placed  him. 

"  17.  Item.  The  yicar  of  Si.  Martinfs^  or  the  min- 
ister, shall,  upon  the  first  Sunday  of  every  quarter  of 
the  year,  assemble  them  together  in  the  church  before 
evening  prayer,  and,  severing  them  asunder,  hear  them 
the  Lord's  Prayer,  the  Creed,  and  to  answer  to  the 
Commandments;  and  such  as  will  not  in  convenient 
time  learn  and  be  able  to  say  the  same,  shall  be 
avoided  from  his  room,  after  fourteen  days'  space  given 
him  to  learn  the  same ;  and  the  vicar  or  minister  shall 
have  for  his  labour  Bs.  every  such  Swiday,  and  the 
parish  clerk  I2d.  for  attending  upon  the  vicar. 

^*9l.  Item.  As  these  poor  men  shall  have  at  the 
first  their  several  rooms  allowed  them  in  the  almshouse, 
so  shall  they,  during  their  lives  or  their  continuance  in 
their  places,  continue  their  lodging,  and  every  one  as 
he  shall  succeed  to  the  void  places,  so  shall  he  succeed 
in  the  lodgings  without  any  change." 


The  case  was  argued  by  Bi/les  Serjt.  for  the  appel- 
lant First,  the  bedesmen  have  no  freehold  estate  at 
all.  Assuming,  for  the  purposes  of  this  part  of  the 
argument,  that  they  are  not  a  corporation  aggregate, 
the  question  is,  whether  they  have  an  equitable  estate 
of  freehold.  It  is  submitted  that  they  have  not.  The 
tenements  or  rooms  which  form  their  qualifications 
could  not  be  the  subjects  of  sale  or  mortgage,  neither 
would  the  property  be  extendible  for  their  debts  nn* 
der  the  statute  of  frauds,  29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  s.  10.,  nor 
under  stat   1  &  2  Vict.   c.  110.  s.  11.       lErleJ.    Sup- 
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posing  they  had  been  turned  out  after  twenty  years'        1844>. 
possession,  could  they  not  maintain  ejectment?]    It  is       ^ 
apprehended  they  could  not.     But,  secondly,  it  is  al-  "- 

vV  ILKIKSON* 

Dcmost    impossible,    upon   looking  at    the     ordinances, 
not  to  see  that*  these  bedesmen  must  be  members  of  a 
corporation  aggregate.      These  ordinances   bear  date 
the  20th  of  August^  1597,  in  the  S9th  year  of  Elizabeth. 
Iks   that  year  an  act  of  parliament  passed  (cap.  5.),  en- 
abling parties  to  endow  hospitals.     The  regnal  year 
commenced  on  the  17th  November ^  1596;  but  the  act 
would  relate  to  the  first  day  of  the  session,  which  was 
the  24th  of  October^  1597*     The  ordinances,  therefore, 
were  made  before   the  act  passed.     Now,  before  the 
Stat.  39  Eliz.  c.  5«,  no  hospital  could  have  been  erected 
without  the  queen's  licence;  but  that  act,  after  refer- 
nng  to  a  statute  passed  in  a  preceding   session,  and 
reciting  that    *^  her   most  excellent    majesty,    under- 
standing and  finding  that  the  said  good  law  has  not 
taken  such  effect  as  was  intended,  by  reason  that  no 
person  can  erect  or  incorporate  any  hospital,  houses  of 
correction,  or  abiding  places,  but  her  majesty,  or  by 
oer  highnesses  special  licence  by  letters  patent  under 
^  great  seal,''   proceeds   to   enact   that  all   persons 
^ised  of  an    estate    in   fee-simple,    their   heirs,  &c., 
shall  be  empowered,   by  deed   inroUed   in   the   High 
^Qrt  of  Chancery,  to  erect  and  endow  hospitals ;  and 
^^  ^  the  same  hospitals  or  houses  so  founded  shall 
^  incorporated,  and  have  perpetual  succession  for  ever 
in  fact,  deed,  and  name."     If,  therefore,  the  hospital 
was  founded   before  the  act   passed,    it  had  no  legal 
^nimencement,  as  it  does  not  appear  that  the  queen's 
li^oe  was  first  obtained,  there  being  no  trace  of  any 
letters  patent.     In   that  case,   the  hospital  would  be 
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184-4.  maintained  by  a  mere  act  of  kindness  on  the  part  of  the 
.  Simpson  Exeter  family;  but*  if  the  hospital  was  founded  after  the 
passing  of  the  act,  the  hospital  must  form  a  corporation 
aggregate,  of  which  the  bedesmen  are  members.  lu 
either  point  of  view,  the  bedesmen  would  have  no  right 
to  vote.  In  the  third  place,  supposing  these  parties  to 
have  an  equitable  estate,  they  have  not  an  estate  for  life* 
I'he  17th  rule  provides  that  such  bedesman  as  will  not 
in  convenient  time  learn  and  be  able  to  say  the  Lord's 
Prayer,  the  Creed,  and  to  answer  to  the  Commandments, 
shall  be  avoided  from  his  room,  after  fourteen  days' 
space  given  him  to  learn  the  same.  Now  a  bedesman 
may  be  dumb.  So,  a  party  may  be  removed  if  he  be  a 
leper,  which  he  might  become  without  any  fault  pf  his 
own.  {Tindal  C.  J.  The  21st  rule,  in  speaking  of  the 
rooms  allowed  to  the  bedesmen  in  the  almshouse,  uses 
the  words  "  during  their  lives."  Does  not  that  show 
that  an  estate  for  life  was  contemplated  by  the  founder 
of  the  hospital?  Erie 3.  If  a  party  has  a  freehold 
estate,  is  it  any  objection  to  his  qualification  that  there 
is  a  defect  in  his  title  ?]  There  is  another  objection  to 
the  votes  of  these  parties,  that  they  are  in  the  receipt 
of  alms.  \_Erle  J.  Can  any  case  be  found  in  which  an 
estate  for  life  in  lands  or  tenements  was  considered  to  be 
alms  ?  Tindal  C.  J.  It  does  not  appear  that  this  ob- 
jection was  taken  before  the  revising  barrister.  Three 
objections  were  urged  before  him,  but  none  of  them 
touch  upon  or  comprehend  this  point.] 

J.  Hildyard  for  the  respondent.  The  Court  cannot 
entertain  the  question  whether  this  hospital  was  created 
by  feoffment  or  by  incorporation.  The  27th  section 
of  the  Stat.  35  ^iz,  c.  7.>  which  appears  to  be  the  act  to 
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whicli  the  stat  39  Eliz.  c.  5.  refers,  enacts  that  it  shall         1844 
be  la-^vful  for  every  person,  during  the  space  of  twenty        Simpsom 
yeajTs   next  ensuing,  to  make  feofiments,  &c.,  in  fee*     Wilkiksov. 
simple,  as  well  to  the  use  of  the  poor,  as  for  the  pro- 
▼ision,  sustentmtion,  or  maintenance  of  any  house  of 
corv>ection,  or  abiding  houses,  of  all  or  any  part  of  his 
lands,  &c  and  in  such  manner,  &c.  as  he  might  have 
done  under  the  stau  18  Eliz.  c.  20.     The  revising  bar* 
rister  has  found  that  this  hospital  was  founded  under  a 
■^sofffaient,  and  there  can  be  no  appeal  from  his  decision 
upon  a  question  of  fact.    [He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
Court] 

l^iNDAL  C.  J.  The  only  question  open  to  us  is, 
^^hether  the  barrister  was  wrong,  in  point  of  law,  in 
^^ying  that  there  might  be  some  legal  commencement 
^^  ^e  estate,  not  necessarily  investing  the  claimants  with 
^  <^orporate  character.  I  think  not  only  that  he  was 
**^^  wrong  in  point  of  law,  but  that  the  facts  of  the 
fully  warrant  such  a  conclusion.  The  ordinances 
'■^g  made  prior  to  the  stat  39  Eliz.  c.  5.,  one  has  a 
'Sht  to  presume  that,  when  that  act  passed,  matters 
^^*^  going  on  in  the  course  which  the  law  then  allowed. 
"^   ^^*ink,  therefore,  that  the  revising  barrister  was  right 

CSoLTMAN'J.  concurred. 

^Ai7LE  J.    I   also  think  that  the  revising  barrister 

^^nie  to  a  right  conclusion.     The  ordinances  were  made 

^•^  August  1597,  and  therefore  before  the  stat  S9  Eliz* 

*  &  was  passed.     It  might  well  be  that  the  hospital  was 

^Unded  under  a  licence  from  the  crown,  which,  after  a 

*^pse  of  250  years,  might  with  great  propriety  be  pre- 
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sumed.  I  do  not  think  it  likely  that  Lord  Burleigh 
would  have  had  any  difficulty  in  procuring  such  a 
licence,  and  it  is  not  very  probable  that,  without  it,  he 
would  have  undertaken  an  enterprise  of  that  description. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  legal  estate  vested  in  the 
feoffees  of  the  hospital,  and  that  the  bedesmen  have 
such  an  equitable  estate  as  entitles  them  to  vote. 


Erle  J.  concurred. 

J.  Hildyard  applied  for  costs. 

Maule  J.  My  own  opinion  is,  that  the  successful 
party  ought  to  have  his  costs  in  all  cases,  unless  there 
be  some  strong  reason  to  the  contrary. 

The  other  judges,  however,  thinking  that  this  was 
not  a  case  for  costs,  the  application  was  refused. 

Decision  affirmed,  without  costs. 


November  21.      NuNN,  Appellant,  and  Denton,  Respondent. 

A  building,        HPHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 

containing  a  -■-  -r>  i 

ground  floor,  Charles  EvanSy  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 

as  a^w-house,  borough  of  Bury  St.  Edmunds. 

chami^"']M^-  ^^^  respondent's  name  appeared  in  the  list  of  per- 

ing  a  fireplace  g^j^g  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the 

and  a  window, 

and  ftirmahed     borough,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  property  in  the 

iviui  a  Deo  anci 

chairs,  where  a   parish  of  St.  Mary,  as  follows :  — 

party  resided 

and  slept,  is  a 

house,  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  S  W,  4.  c.  45.  s.  97. 

The  Court  will  only  decide  such  points  of  law  as  are  stated  in  the  case  drawn  up  by 
the  reridng  barrister. 
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PlaM  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
QualiBcatlon. 

Name  of  Street,  Ac. 

1844. 

MdSwiIMB*. 

Numi 

^VilUoii  DmtOD. 

Rushbrooke. 

Building     and 
land. 

Haberden. 

Dbntom. 

The  respondent  also  duly  claimed  to  be  inserted  in 
the  said  list  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  the  same 
property,  as  follows :  — 


Ni 


'illUm  Denton. 


PUwe  of  abode. 


Ruihbrooke. 


Nature  of 
Qoaliflcatioo. 


Sotue  and  land. 


Name  of  Street,  ftc. 
where  titoate. 


Haberden. 


I^he  respondent,  who  was  duly  objected  to  in  both 

by  the  appellant,  appeared  in  support  of  his  claim 

^o     be  retained,  or  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  list.     It 

^I^peared  that  at  Michaelmas^  1838,  the  respondent  and 

•-^^Ayj  Frederick  Denton^  Henry  John  Hasted^  and  John 

i€^mas  Ordf  jointly  hired  a  piece  of  pasture  land  in  the 

parish  for  seven  years,  at  a  rent  of  S/.  per  annum, 

that  shortly  afterwards  they  erecteil  a  building  on 

^«^e  said  land,  at  an  expense  of  45/.     The  building  was 

^^bstantially  built  of  brick  and  stone,  with  a  tiled  roof. 

-^h^  lower  part  consisted  of  a  cow-house  and  stable. 

^^^^r  the  stable  was  a  chamber  about  twelve  feet  square, 

'^    '^bich  was  a  fireplace  and  window.     There  was  a 

^^ircase  from  the  stable  to  the  chamber,  and  the  only 

^'^^Tance  to  the  building  was  by  folding-doors  opening 

''^'^o  the  cow-house.    The  chamber  was  furnished  with  a 

"^c3  and  chairs  by  the  respondent  and  his  co-lessees. 

'^l^e  pasture  was  used  for  taking  in  the  cattle  of  persons 

• 

^^     the  neighbourhood  to  agist,  at  a  certain  price  per 

"^^ad  per  week ;  some  cattle  belonging  to  the  respondent 

^^re  also  agisted  there.     When  the  parties  hired  the 
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1 844.        land,  they  employed  a  person  named  Clarke  to  collect  the 

^^^  money  paid  for  agistment,  and  it  was  arranged  between 

▼•  them  that  Clarke  should  find  some  person  to  reside  in 

Dbkton. 

the  building  in  question  to  keep  the  keys  of  the  gate  of 
the  pasture,  and  look  after  the  cattle,  he,  Clarke^  re* 
siding  too  far  off  to  do  so  himself.  Clarke  accordingly 
put  his  brother-in-law,  Betts^  into  the  building:  he 
maintained  BettSi  but  paid  him  no  wages.  Belts  resided 
and  slept  in  the  chamber  in  the  building,  kept  the  key 
of  the  gate  of  the  pasture,  looked  after  the  cattle, 
and  occasionally  received  the  agistment  money.  The 
lower  part  of  the  building  was  sometimes  used  by  the 
cattle  when  ill;  the  cows  were  occasionally  milked 
there ;  and  the  respondent  and  some  of  his  co*lessees 
put  their  horses  in  the  stable.  Each  of  the  four  lessees 
had  a  key  to  the  doors  of  the  building.  The  building 
was  suitable  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  used ;  it 
was  conveniently  placed  for  the  occupation  of  the  pas* 
ture;  and  it  was  necessary  that  some  person  should 
reside  on  or  near  to  the  gate  of  the  pasture,  to  look 
after  the  cattle,  and  to  prevent  the  owners  from  taking 
them  away  without  paying  for  the  agistment.  The 
building  continued  in  the  same  state  until  December 
1843,  when  part  of  the  stable  was  converted  into  a 
room,  having  a  fireplace,  and  a  door  opening  into  the 
pasture ;  and  Belts  continued  to  reside  in  the  building, 
and  the  pasture  was  occupied  as  before.  The  re- 
spondent proved  that  he  was  a  duly  qualified  voter  for 
the  said  borough,  subject  to  the  questions  hereinafter 
mentioned. 

The  barrister  expunged  the  name  of  the  respondent 
from  the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  the  qualification 
*^  building  and  land,*'  on  the  ground  that  the  building 


^'^^     land,'*  the  list  was  not  to  be  amended. 


'anning  Seijt.    for   the  appellant.      Assuming  the 
ture  described  in  the  case  to  be  a  building  within 
meaning  of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  stat« 
^^^  4.  c.  45.,  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 


^^'^    '"^.rst,  whether  it  did  not  cease  to  be  such  a  building, 

become  a  Aouse^  in  December  1848.     If  so,  the  re-* 

did  not  occupy  the  house  (which  was  part  of 

^^    <]ualification  in  respect  of  which  he  claimed  to  have 

^^      name   inserted   in   the  list  of  voters),  for  twelve 

^^l^ndar  months  prior  to  the  31st  day  of  Jtdy,  1844. 

^^^^  the  building  was  clearly  not  a  house  before  De- 

^^^^ier  1843,  and  as  the  claim  is  not  made  in  respect  of 


Dbmtov. 
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was  <&  house,  and  should  have  been  so  described;  and  1844. 
he  ixiaerted  his  name  in  the  list  in  respect  of  his  qualifi-  -s^ 
cat^iojFi,  **  bouse  and  land,"  as  claimed  by  hiiu* 

Xf  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  should  be  of  opinion 

that,  tlie  said  building  and  land  were  not  occupied  by  the 

respondeat  and  his  co^lessees,  within  the  twenty-seventh 

section  of  the  3  fF.  4.  c»  45.,  the  list  was  to  be  amended 

by    ctxpunging  the  name  of  the  respoodest  therefrom. 

If  th^  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  building  and 

'^^>ici  Mere  occupied  by  the  respondent  and  his  co-lessees, 

A<^d     that  bis  qualification  was   properly  described  as 

*^  k^aiilding  and  land,"  the  list  was  to  be  amended  by 

fi&ptiiviging  the  name  of  the  respondent  in  respect  of  the 

^^^^lification,  ^  house  and  land,"  and  inserting  bis  name 

*^   ^^   originally  stood  on  the  list  in  respect  of  the  qualifr* 

^^^*^Mi,  **  building  and  land.''     And  if  the  Court  should 

^  ^^ opinion  that  the  building  and  land  were  occupied 

^^    ^^e  respondent  and  his  co-lessees,  and  that  his  quali- 

'^'^^i.on  was  properly  described  in  his  claim  as  ^^  house 


V, 
DlXTOH. 
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1844.  a  ^^  buildiDg  and  house/'  the  clause  relating  to  succes- 
^^^  sive  occupation,  2  fV.  4.  c.  ^5.  s,  28.,  will  not  assist  the 
respondent.  In  Barf  left  v.  Gibbs  (a),  the  Court  decided 
that  the  claimant  must  describe  all  the  premises  which 
constitute  his  qualification,  but  there  is  no  such  desrip* 
tion  in  this  case  as  *^  house  and  building/'  [Maule  J.  .You 
contend  that  the  building  did  not  become  a  house  before 
December^  1843.  The  Court,  however,  are  bound  to 
presume,  in  favour  of  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister, any  state  of  facts  consistent  with  those  which  are 
stated  in  the  case.  It  is  for  the  appellant  to  shew  that 
the  building  was  not  a  house  prior  to  December  184S, 
and  that  it  vxis  a  house  afterwards.  May  not  a  house 
consist  of  a  chamber,  and  a  cow*house  under  it  ?  TVii- 
dal  C.  J.  Was  it  not  a  house,  when  a  man  was  put  in 
it  to  sleep  there  ?]  The  revising  barrister  has  not  found 
that  the  building  was  a  house  before  December^  1843. 
{^Erle  J.  He  has  found  that  the  respondent  was  qua^ 
lifted  in  respect  of  a  ^^  house "  and  land.]  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  there  was  no  sufiicient  occupation  to  make 
it  a  house.  Clarke  was  a  mere  agent  employed  to  col- 
lect the  agistment  money,  not  a  domestic  servant. 
iMaule  J.  Would  not  an  occupation  by  a  non-domestic 
servant  do?]  It  is  submitted  that  it  would  not  be  suffi- 
cient. There  must  be  an  occupation  of  the  house  as  a 
dwelling-house.  lErle  J.  Are  you  not  confounding 
occupation  with  residence  ?  Tindal  C.  J.  The  occupa- 
tion of  the  land  was  by  agbting  it,  and  of  the  house,  by 
putting  in  a  servant  to  attend  to  the  agisting.  It  may 
be  a  very  disagreeable  house,  but  still  it  is  a  house.  In 
the  case  of  a  mews,  the  horses  are  stabled  below,  and 

(a)  Anti,  p.  73. 
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the  ceacbman  sleeps  in  a  room  above;  there  the  occu-  IS^^. 
pation  of  the  servant  b  the  occupation  of  his  master.]  ^svvs 
•Hiere  is  a  further  objection  to  this  qualification,  that  -  ^  "' 
the  place  of  the  respondent's  abode  is  stated  to  be 
'^  Rushbrooke^'*  without  any  further  description.  iMauleJ. 
^^as  that  objection  taken  before  the  revising  bar- 
rister?] That  does  not  appear  upon  the  case,  nor  is 
It  necessary  that  it  should  be  stated.  The  revising  bar- 
is  not  required  to  state  what  objections  were  taken 
him.  The  forty-second  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vici. 
^-  1^  8.  merely  directs  him  to  ^'  state  in  writing  the  facts 
^^hic:h,  according  to  his  judgment,  shall  have  been  esta- 
t>li2sl)ed  by  the  evidence,  and  which  shall  be  material  to  the 
^ter  in  question ;  and  also  his  decision  upon  the  whole 
'^^  £Tindal  C.  J.  The  clause  also  requires  him  to 
his  decision  upon  the  point  of  law  appealed  against. 
u  have  no  right  to  raise  new  points  now.] 

-^yles  Serjt.,  contra^   was  not  called   upon  by  the 
iirt. 


fWl 


INDAL  C.  J.     I  do  not  think  that  the  appellant  has 

right  to  make  the  last  objection,  (a)     As  to  the 

er  point,  I  think  the  building  described  is  witliin  the 

'  meaning  of  the  word  "  hoiiseJ*    It  was  a  place  where 

^     party  dwelt,  as  people  usually  do  dwell,  by  staying 

^*^«re  during  the  day,  and  sleeping  there  at  night    That 

'^Qg  the  case,  I  do  not  understand  why  it  should  cease 

be  a  house,  because  cattle  were  allowed  to  occupy 

^"^  ground  floor.     The  case  is  very  clear,  and  I  think 

^^t  the  decision  should  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

^he  other  judges  concurred. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 

(a)  See  the  Uit  csm. 
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1844. 


November  2\.       Moss,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of  St. 

Michael,  Lichfield,  Respondents. 

PreraiiM  in  A  T  a  Court  held  before  Thomas  Bros,  Esquire,  the 
lAchfiOd,  being  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  Lichfield,  John 

jointly  occupied 

by  A  father  and  Brown  Moss  claimed  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  first 
were  made  for  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St,  Michael,  in  the  said 
poor  of  the  ^  ^^^7'  when  the  barrister  rejected  the  claim,  subject  to 
'^f'^ulni      ^^^'  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on  the  fol- 

•^nihTtkird    lowing  case:- 

mte  the  names        John  Browfi  Moss  claimed  as  occupier  of  a  building 

of  father  and  . 

son  were  in-  and  land  situate  at  Glass  Croft,  in  the  said  parish.  In 
name  of  the  support  of  his  claim,  it  was  proved  that  the  claimant 
out  of  the  first  Occupied,  jointly  with  his  father,  William  Moss,  a  build« 
aven^n  not  '"8  together  with  land,  of  a  nature  to  confer  the  fran- 
'^^'df  ft'*'*'  chise  within  the  provisions  of  the  twenty-seventh  sec- 
payment  of  the  tion  of  Stat.  2  fF.  4.  c.  45. ;  and  that  the  claimant  and 

first  and  second 

rates,  that  there  the  said   IVilliam  Moss  had  occupied  the  same  jointly 

was  a  joint  oc- 
cupation of  the  for  more  than  twelve  calendar  months  next  previous  to 

» « 

though  the  son  the  last  day  of  Jtdy  1844,  as  tenants  thereof,  under  the 
first  and  second  ^ame  landlord,  at  the  annual  rent  of  40/.  and  upwards, 
!r***KT*5!*"     and   that  both  of  them,   the   claimant  and   the   said 

own  nana  to  ' 

the  collector.      William  Moss,  would  be  entitled  to  have  their  names 

Held,  that  ' 

the  son  was  not  inserted  in  respect  of  their  occupation  of  the  buildinir 

entiUedtobe  ^  ,  ^  » 

registered,  not    and   land,  provided  they  were  both  of  them  duly  rated 

having  been  on   .  ^    ,  ,,  r        i  i*   r     /•    i 

the  first  two  m  respect  of  the  same  to  all  rates  for  the  relier  of  the 
/df  oUledupon  poor  in  the  said  parish,  made  during  the  time  of  their 
^^etdluL  joint  occupation  as  aforesaid.  There  were  three  rates 
that  there  was     made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  durinir 

no  misnomer,  *  r  o 

or  inaccurate 

or  insufficient  description  of  the  person  occupying,  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  6  Vict, 
e,  18.  J.  75. 
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the   s»c&id  period;  in  the  first  and  second  of  which  the        1844. 
namo     of  the  said  tVilliam  Moss  alone  was  inserted  as         ^^^ 
the  p^^n'son  rated  In  respect  of  the  s^id  premises,  and  J!> 

the  KB^ame  of  the  claimant  was  wholly  omitted  from  both  Oreneeri  of 
^  tn^  last-mentioned  rates  in  respect  of  the  said  pre-  Licbfiblb. 
mises  ;  but  to  the  third  rate  the  claimant  was  rated, 
and  his  name,  jointly  with  the  name  of  the  said  William 
Mas^^  was  inserted  in  the  last-mentioned  rate  in  respect 
^  th^  said  premises.  The  claimant  being  the  person 
liable  to  be  rated  for  the  said  premises  jointly  with  his 
fath^ir,  the  said  WiOiam  Moss^  had  bonajlde  paid  with 
^^  own  hand  to  the  collector  the  two  first-mentioned 
'^^^^^  and  all  sums  of  money  due  for  rates  in  respect  of 
sttob  premises  during  their  joint  occupation  aforesaid ; 
but  ^li^  overseers  of  the  said  parish  were  not  aware  till 
too  %>eginning  of  May  1844,  and  after  such  payment  by 
tri^  claimant  of  the  first  and  second  rates,  that  the 
"^i«xiant  did  occupy  the  said  premises  jointly  with  hia 
*^^**«r,  the  said  mttiam  Moss. 

1^  was  contended  that,  by  virtue  of  the  seventy-fifth 

^^^^icn  of  Stat.  6  VicL  c.  18.  the  claimant  ought,  under 

^^      aboTe  circumstances,  to  be  considered  as  having 

rated,  and  as  having  paid  all  the  rates  in  respect 

^Jie  said  premises  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty- 
nth  section  of  stat.  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.,  and  that  he  was 
^^tfed  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  said  list  in 

t^ect  of  the  premises  aforesaid.     The  revising  bar- 
r  was  of  opinion,  that  the  omission  of  the  name  of 


^^     claimant,  under  the  above  circumstances,  did  not 


stitote  a  misnomer,  or  inaccurate  or  insufficient  de- 
'Sption  in  the  said  rate,  of  the  person  occupying  the 
'^^^  premises  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat.  6  Vict, 
"  ^  9.  ^.  75.,   and  was  of  opinion,  on  the  whole  case. 
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1844.  that  the  claim  of  the  said  John  Braam  Moss  had  not 
j^^^  been  made  out.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  was,  whether,  under  the  provisions  of  the  staL 


T. 

The 


OTeneenoT    6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  75.,  the.ciaimant  ouffht  to  be  considered 

St.  M^CHA«^  .    ®        . 

LicBPiKLD.  as  havmg  been  rated,  and  having  paid  all  rates  in 
respect  of  the  said  premises,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Stat*  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  5.  27. 


Byles  Seijt,  for  the   appellant.      The  question   is, 
whether  there  has  not  been,  in  this  case,  a  suflScient 
virtual  rating  of  the  appellant,  although  the  rate  was 
made  in  his  father's  name  only.     By  the  twenty-seventh 
section  of  the  Reform  Act,  it  is  provided  that  no  occu- 
pier of  premises  of  the  annual  value  of  10/.  shall  be 
entitled  to  vote  for  a  city  or  borough,  unless  he  shall 
have  been  rated,  in  respect  of  such  premises,  to  all  rates 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  made  during  the  time  of  bis 
occupation,  nor  unless  he  shall  have  paid,  on  or  before 
the  20th  day  dijvly^  all  the  poor's  rates  which  shall  have 
become  payable  from  him  in  respect  of  such  premises 
previously  to  the  6th  day  of  April  then  next  preceding. 
But,  by  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  75.,  it  is  enacted,  that 
where  any  person  shall  have  occupied  such  premises  for 
twelve  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of 
Jvlyj  and,  being  the  person  liable  to  be  rated  for  such 
premises,  shall  have  been  bondjide  called  upon  to  pay, 
in  respect  of  such  premises,  all  rates  made  during  the 
time  of  his  occupation,  and  shall  have  bondjide  paid,  on 
or  before  the  20th  day  of  July y  all  sums  of  money  which 
he  shall  have  been  called   upon  to  pay,  in  respect  of 
such   premises,  for  one  year  previously  to  the  6th  day 
of  April  then  next  preceding,  he  shall  be  considered  as 
having  been  rated,  and  as  having  paid  all  rates^  in  re- 
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spect  of  such  premises,  and  be  entitle^  to  be  regbtered*       1844* 
in  respect  of  the  same,  notwithstanding  any  misnomer,        ^jj~ 
or   inaccarate  or  insufiScient  description  in  any  rate  of         J^ 
the  person  so  occupying.     It  is  submitted  that,  under   P^V!^^^^ 
the  provisions  of  the  latter  statute,  there  has  been  a     Lichfuia. 
sufiScient  rating  of  the  claimant.     It  is  found  by  the 
case  that  he  was  liable  to  be  rated,  and  that  he  had 
banAJide  paid  the  rates.     \Mavie  J.  The  difficulty  is, 
that  he  has  paid  the  rates,  without  having  been  called  on 
to  pay  them.]      The  occupation  of  the  premises  being 
joint»  there  was  a  qwui  partnership  occupation.     If  a 
firm  be  rated  in  the  name  of  ^^  Jones  and  Co.,"  all  the 
members  of  the  firm,  although  not  expressly  named, 
are  rated.     In  Reg,  v.  Htdme  (a),  a  question  arose  upon 
Ae   construction  of  the  stat  4  &  5  ff.  4.  r.  76.  5.  ^^. 
^hich  enacts,  that  no  settlement  shall  be  acquired  and 
completed  by  occupying  a  tenement,  unless  the  person 
'Occupying  the  sanre  shall  have  been  assessed  to  the  poor 
^'^^s  and  shall  have  paid  the  same  in  respect  of  such 
^'^ement  for  one  year.      It  appeared,  in  that  case,  that 
tbe  pauper  occupied  a  tenement  and  paid  the  rent  and 
P^^^r  rate  for  a  year ;  but,  in  the  rate,  the  name  of  the 
°*^Upier  was  entirely  omitted.  It  was  held,  notwithstand- 

• 

*"S»  that  the  pauper  was  sufficiently  assessed  to  satisfy 
^^  statute.  The  word  "charged"  which  is  used  in 
^'^^  Stat.  S&4  fF.  4*4^*  c.  11.  5.  6.,  has  the  same  mean- 
''^S  as  the  word  ^^  assessed,"  and  it  has  been  repeatedly 
"^Id,  in  the  construction  of  that  act,  that  the  total  omis- 

• 

^^oti  of  the  name  of  the  party  really  rated  will  not  pre- 
'^nt  his  gaining  a  settlement.  [Matde  J.  In  Reg.  v. 
'iulme  (a),  no  person  was  charged,  but  the  property  was 

(a)  4  Q.  B,  538. 
▼OL.  I.  V 
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1844*       assessed.    Erie  J.  Here  the  overseers  did  not  intend  to 
^^^         charge  the  appellant,  and  they  did  charge  his  father. 

Th«  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  ^^^  ^  intended  to  be  rated,  all  the 
OTcmcnof  partners  are  included  in  the  rate;  but  the  overseers 
laomnmLD,  could  not  have  intended  to  charge  the  appellant,  be- 
cause they  did  not  know  of  the  joint  occupation  till 
May,  1844.]  As  between  his  father  and  himself  the 
appellant  was  charged,  because  he  was  bound  to  con- 
tribute his  quota  of  the  rate. 

Kinglake  Serjt,  who  appeared  for  the  respondent, 
was  not  called  upon. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  does 
not  fall  within  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  76.  That  sec- 
tion provides  for  cases  of  misnomer,  or  inaccurate  or 
insuflicient  description  of  the  person  occupying,  but  here 
another  person  is  charged.  By  that  section  also,  a 
party  must  have  been  bondjide  called  on  to  pay  the  rate, 
which  was  not  the  case  in  the  present  instance. 

CoLTMAH  J*  The  claimant  in  this  case  was  neither 
rated  nor  called  upon  to  pay  the  rate. 

Maule  J.  The  effect  of  the  seventy-fifUi  section  of 
the  Registration  of  Voters  Act  is,  that  a  blunder  of  the 
overseers  in  wrongly  stating  the  name  or  property  of  a 
party  upon  the  rate,  shall  not  vitiate  his  vote.  Here  the 
appellant  was  not  upon  the  rate,  but  his  father  was. 
• 

Erle  J.  concurred. 

Kinglake  Serjt.  applied  for  costs. 
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T'iNDAL  C  J.     I  think  there  might  be  some  doubt        1844. 
upon  the  question.     The  appeal  was  not  a  mere  specu-         ^^^ 
lation.  Jt 

The 

Decision  affirmed,  without  costs.      Overseer*  of 

St.  MicBAiLy 

LlCHFULD. 
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IN  TUE 

EIGHTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


January  16.    EcKERSLET,  Appellant,  and  Barker,  Respondent. 

The  situation       i^  T  E  court  held  before  Richard  Mattk^ws^  Esquire, 

of  the  premises    Jlm. 

in  respect  of  one  of  the  revising  barristers  for  the  southern  divi- 

claims  to  vote  sion  of  Lancashire,  the  respondent's  name  appeared  on 
sufficiently^'  "  ^®  '^^^  ®^  voters  for  property  situate  in  the  township  of 
i^^6^  Chadderton,  and  was  objected  to  by  the  appellant.  No 
ci8.  tf.4.and  exception  was  taken  to  the  notice  of  objection,  which 

5.  ( Schedule  ^  . 

(A),  Nos.  s       was   admitted.      The   particulars   of  the    respondent's 

and  3),  if  the  ^  '^ 

street  or  lane  Christian  and  surname,  place  of  abode,  nature  of  quali- 
perty  is  situate   fication,  and  Situation  and  description  of  the  qualifying 

be  stated,  (none 

of  the  houses  therein  being  numbered)  without  also  stating  the  name  of  the  occupyiog 

tenant ;  but  if  the  houses  are  numbered^  the  number  also  should  be  given. 

If  the  premises  are  not  in  a  street,  or  lane,  or  other  like  place,  but  in  a  road,  or  on  a 
common,  or  the  like,  the  name  of  the  property  should  be  given,  if  known  by  any,  or  the 
name  of  the  occupying  tenant. 
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P*^F>crty,  appeared  on  the  list  of  voters  as  follows;  (that 
is  to  say,) 


CHADDERTON. 

^^^*>i-l«tlan  K«me  and 

Sumaiae    of  each 
^^oftcratfUl  l«Bgth. 

Place  of 
Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualification. 

Street,  Lane,  or  other  like 
Place  in  thii  Pariih  or 
Townthip,  and  Number  of 
House  (if  any),  where  the 
Property  if  iltuate.  or  Name 
of  the  Property  (if  known 
by  any),  or  Name  of  the 
occupying  Tenant ;  or  If  the 
QuaUication  consist  of  a 
Rent-charge,  then  the 
Names  of  the  Owners  of 
the  Property  out  of  which 
such  Rent-cnarge  is  issuing, 
or  some  of  them,  and  the 
Situation  of  the  Property. 

^•i"ker,  John. 

Seedey 
Bank, 
Pendle- 
ton. 

UndiTided 
moiety  of 

two  freehold 
cottages. 

Tinker   Lane,    HoUin- 
wood. 

It  appeared  in   evidence  that  the  respondent  was 

=^ed  in  fee  simple   of  an  undivided  moiety  of  two 

^^ttageS)  situate  in  Tinker  Lane^  HoUinwood,  in  the 

^^^wnship  of  Chaddertoiu     A  part  of  the  township  of 

^^^^3uidderton  is  commonly  called  and  well  known  by  the 

^roe  of  Hollifmood.    Part  of  the  public  turnpike  road 

»m  Gldham  to  Manchester  passes  along  Tinker  Lane ; 

^^1  one  side  of  which  lane,  and  at  one  end  thereof  the 

^^hole  of  the  said  lane,  is  within  HoUinwood^  in  the 

^^wnsbip  of  Chadderton.     The  other  part  of  the  said 

^ane  is  within  the  township  of  Oldham.    The  division 

^^etween  the  two  townships  is  well  and  commonly  known« 

^^Fbere  are  from  forty  to  fifty  cottages  standing  along 

^Tinker  I/tne,  and  occupying,  with  the  intervals  between 

^iiem,  B  line  of  200,  or  250  yards  in  length ;  about  ten 

^f  the  cottages  are  in  the  township  of  Oldhanu     All  the 

tDther  cottages  are  in  the  township  of  Chaddertofu   None 

of  the  cottages  in  Tinker  Lane  are  numbered,  nor  are 

the  two  Cottages  in  respect  of  which  the  respondent 


1S45. 


EcnRSLET 
V. 

BAarzft. 


▼. 
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1845.        founded  bis  qualification  as  before  mentioned,  nor  is 
Eckbmlkt"   either  of  tbem  known  by  any  name  of  the  property* 
Any  person  inquiring  in  Tinker  iMne^  or  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood, for  the  respondent's  cottages,  would  readily 
find  the  cottages  described  in  the  list  of  voters* 

It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  the 
description  given,  namely,  "  Tinker  Lane^  HoUinwoad,** 
as  the  same  appeared  in  the  list  of  voters,  was  not  a 
sufficient  description  of  the  situation  of  the  qualifying 
property  as  required  by  statute  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  reference 
being  also  had  to  the  forms  in  Schedule  (A.),  appended 
to  the  said  statute;  and  that  neither  of  the  cottages 
being  numbered,  nor  the  property  known  by  any  name, 
the  names  of  the  occupying  tenants  must  be  given.   The 
revising  barrister  thought  that  ^^  the  name  of  the  pro- 
perty, if  known  by  any,"  and  ^*  the  name  of  the  occupy- 
ing tenant,"  were  neither  of  them  intended  as  substitutes 
for  the  number  of  9  house  in  any  *^  street,  lane^  or 
other  like  place,"  (by  ^^  other  like  place,"  understanding 
square,  court,  crescent,  yard,  alley,  and  the  like,)  but 
that  they  were  separate  and  distinct  heads  of  descrip- 
tion  of  themselves,   intended  to  apply   to  properties 
(very  numerous  in  county  qualifications)  which  were 
not  situate  in  any  ^^  street,  lane,  or  other  like  place," 
and  not  to  properties  which  were  so  situate ;  and  that  if 
all  the  above  descriptions  were  to  be  referred  to  pro- 
perties  situate   in  some  ^^  street,   lane^   or  other  like 
place,"   then  the  numerous  properties  giving  county 
qualifications  to  vote,  and  which  were  not  so  situate^ 
as  country  mansions,  farms,  manufacturing  and  other 
works,  and  the  like,  would  be  left  undescribed.     The 
barrister  accordingly  decided  that  the  description  given 
of  the  respondent's  qualification  was  sufficient;  and  that» 
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under  the  above-mentioned  circumstancesi  it  was  not        1845. 
oecessaiy  to  insert  the  names  of  the  occupying  tenantSy 
or  either  of  them,  but  offered  to  do  if  the  respondent 
wished  it.   The  respondent  declined  having  the  occupy- 
ing tenants'  names,  or  either  of  them,  inserted,  on  the 
ground  that,  in  consequence  of  the  frequent  changing 
of  tenants  in  small  tenements  of  this  kind,  the  insertion 
of  tbe  occupying  tenants'  names  would  probably  rendbr 
^Q   description  of  his  qualifying  property  less  certain 
tban  if  their  names  were  omitted.    The  revising  bar- 
i^ister  retained  the  respondent's  name  on  the  register, 
^vithout  adding  any  tenant's  name.     Each  of  the  cot- 
^H^es  had  an  occupying  tenant. 

niie  question  for  the  opinion  of  the'  Court  was,  whe- 
^er,  under  the  circumstances  mentioned  and  set  forth 
^>^    the  above  statement  of  facts,  the  name  of  the  re- 
spondent was  rightly  retained  on  the  list  of  voters, 
^itlout  inserting  the  occupying  tenants'  names,  or  one 
of  them. 

The  case  was  argued  in  Michaelmas  term  {November 
l^th)  by  Cockbiim  (with  whom  was  Kingldke  Seijt.)  for 
^Q  appellant,  and  Cardwell  for  the  respondent. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

TiNBAL  C  J.  The  objection  in  this  case  was,  that 

the  description  in  the  list  of  voters  of  the  property  in 

respect  of  which  the  respondent  claimed  the  right  to 

Tote  was  insufficient,  inasmuch  as  it  omitted  to  state 

the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant.     The  qualification  is 

described  to  be  in  respect  of  ^^  an  undivided  moiety  of 

two  freehold  cottages  in  Tinker  Lane^  HoUimoood;** 

p  4t 


Babkee* 
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1845.  and  it  is  stated,  as  a  fact  in  the  case,  that  none  of  the 
EckKESLST  cottages  in  Tinker  Lane  are  numbered,  nor  are  either 
of  the  two  cottages  known  by  any  particular  name.  The 
question  therefore  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
bf  this  case,  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant  is  re* 
quired  to  be  inserted ;  and  we  think,  upon  the  proper 
construction  of  the  act,  it  is  not 

The  fourth  section  of  the  statute  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  re* 
quires  the  notice  of  claim  to  be  delivered  or  sent  to  the 
overseers,  according  to  the  form  of  notice  set  forth  in 
Schedule  (A.))  and  numbered  2,  or  to  the  like  effect; 
and  the  form  No.  2.  requires  the  street,  lane,  or  other 
like  place,  and  number  of  the  house  (if  any),  where  the 
property  is  situate ;  or  name  of  the  property,  if  known 
by  any  ;  or  name  of  the  occupying  tenant  to  be  inserted. 
And  we  think  the  word  ^*  or  "  in  this  form  is  disjunctive^ 
and  creates  three  different  descriptions;  and  that  it  is 
sufficient  if  the  qualification  is  brought  within  any  one 
of  them,  namely,  either  the  street  or  lane,  and  number^ 
if  any ;  the  name  of  the  property,  if  any ;  or  the  name 
of  the  occupying  tenant,  if  any.  And  although  it  is 
(Contended  that  the  fiflh  section  of  the  act  requires  the 
overseers  to  make  out,  according  to  the  form  numbered 
d.  in  Schedule  (A.),  an  alphabetical  list  of  claimants, 
containing  (amongst  other  things)  *^  the  nature  of  bis 
qualification,  and  the  local  or  other  description  of  bis 
property,  and  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant  thereof,'' 
and  that  consequently  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant 
must  be  inserted  in  each  case ;  yet  it  appears  a  sufficient 
answer  that  this  direction  is  qualified  and  restricted  by 
the  words  which  immediately  follow,  viz.  ^'  that  the 
same  shall  be  written  as  they  are  stated  in  the  claim." 

The  direction  at  the  head  of  the  form  No.  2.  appears 
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to  us  to  intend  that,  if  the  house  is  in  a  street  or  lane,        1845» 

or  other  like  place  in  the  parish,  the  street  or  lane     eck«r»l«t 

should  be  mentioned ;  and.  if  the  houses  are  numbered,       ^  ^' 

the  number  also  should  be  given ;  but  that  if  the  house 

or  premises  be  not  in  a  street  or  lane,  or  other  like 

place^  but  in  a  road,  or  on  a  common  or  the  like,  then 

the  name  of  the  property  should  be  given,  if  known  by 

any,  or  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant.     If,  however^ 

the  two  latter  requisites  are  held  to  apply  necessarily  to 

the  house  or  premises  when  situated  in  a  street  or  lane, 

^^n  this  inconvenience  would  follow,  that  there  is  no 

^description  required  by  the  act  to  be  given  of  a  house 

^1"  premises  noi  situate  in  a  street  or  lane,  or  other  like 

P'ace. 

The  direction  given  by  the  legislature  to  the  overseers 

'^   the  Stat.  2^4.  c.  45.  s.  ST.  for  the  framing  of  their 

^^^tice  according  to  the  form  No.  1.  in  the  Schedule  (A.) 

*^^iezed  to  that  act,  which  is  a  notice  precisely  for  the 

'^^ne  object  and  purpose  as  that  required  by  sect.  4.  of  . 

^*^«  6  Vict^  c.  18.,  is  so  plainly  expressed  as  to  leave  nd 

I^^^ssible  doubt  but  that  the  requisition  to  give  the  name 

^P  the  property,  or  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant^ 

^Dly  holds  where  the  house  is  not  situate  in  a  street  or 

^^ne,  or  other  like  place.    And,  as  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.| 

is  made  in  pari  maierid  with  the  former  act,  it  may  be 

properly  inferred  that  no  more  is  required  by  the  latter 

act  than  by  the  /ormer.     We_  therefore  think  the  de* 

cision  of  the  revising  barrister,  that  the  description  of  ' 

the  qualification  of  the  respondent  in  the  overseers^  list 

was  sufficient,  was  a  proper  decision,  and  that  the  same 

roust  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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1845. 


January  16.      PiTTS,  Appollaiit,  and  Smedlet,  Eespondeiit. 


Appellant     ^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Denis 

rented  two  A^         »,^,t-i  ti  « 


The 

flooninehouse^  Creogh  Mot/tan^  Esq.,  the  barrister  appointed  to 


landlord  oc-       revise  the  Ikt  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Westminster. 

Md^fldS?"  '^^  ^^*^  (^)  «^^^  ^^^^  Charles  Marshall  was  owner 
roBding  therein  ^f  ^  house  and  shop,  No..l7,  Catherine  Streety  Strand. 

witu  nis  nunily* 

Ihe  appellant     He  occupied  the  shop  and  first  floor;  and  also  resided 

hadexcluuTe 

control  over  the  With  his  family  on  the  premises.     The  other  floors  be 

rooms  occupied 

by  him,  and  let  to  several  lodgers.  The  appellant,  Samuel  Pitts^ 
thenot  Se  rented  the  second  and  third  floors  at  a  weekly  rent 
key  to'^e**^  amounting  to  26/.  a  year,  and  he  claimed  to  have  his 
^ee^door,  but  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  part  (*) 
timet  fastened    q£  the  house  above  mentioned.     He  had  exclusive  con* 

by  a  lock,  of 

whidi  he  had     trol  over  the  rooms  on  these  floors,  and  had  the  keys 

no  key,  and 

then  he  entered  thereof  in  his  possession.    He  had  also  a  latch-key  to 

the  home 

through  the  the  street-door,  by  which  he  let  himself  in  at  night. 

tbaThe  had  not  There  Were  other  lodgers  in  the  house,  to  some  of 

oTOupadonof  ^^^^  the  landlord  gave  latch-keys ;  but  he  sometimes 

any  premiies,  jj^d  younff  men  as  lodsers,  and  to  these  the  landlord 

mm  oimMr  or  tf  O  a        ' 


tenant,  within    jij  not  entrust  latch-kevs.     The  claimant's  riirht  of 

the  meamng  of  ^  o 

Stat.  2  jr,  4.      effress  and  ingress  had  never  been  interfered  with  by 

C  45.  s.  27.,  L      1       •        i 

but  merely  a      the  landlord.     There  was  another  lock  to  the  entrance 
ment  as  an  in.    door,  but  the  claimant  had  never  seen  the  key  of  it 

mate  or  lodger. 

(o)  This  case  originally  stood  first  in  the  list  of  appeals,  but  when  it 
came  on  for  argument  (November  18th,  1844),  the  Court  remarked  that 
the  case  stated  mdbiceonly,  and  not./!icCs^and  it  was  accordingly  referred 
to  the  rerising  barrister  to  be  restated. 

(6)  Qiidnv  whether  thn  was  a  sufficient  description  of  the  clainumt'a 
qualification?    See  the  obsenrations  of  Erie  J.,  post,  and  also  the  next 
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Wlieo  be  found  the '  street^oor  fastened,  he  entered        1845. 
the  house  through  MarskalPs  shop.  ^j^^ 

The  point  raised  for  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar*      ^^  J[< 
rinter  was,  whether  the  appelhint  had  such  an  exclusite 
occupation  of  the  second  and  third  floors  of  the  house, 
No.  17,  Caiherine  Street^  as  to  confer  the  franchise; 
and  ou  that  point  the  barrister  decided  in  tlie  n^- 


Cockbum  for  the  appellant.   It  is  submitted  that  there 

uras  a  suflBcient  occupation  by  the  claimant  of  a  ^^  build* 

^^^'^  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty-seventh  section 

of  the  Reform  AcL    The  case  falls  within  the  principle 

of  the  decision  in  fVrigit  v.  The  Town-derk  of  Stocks 

I^ort  (a),  where  the  Court  held  that  a  room  in  a  &ctory, 

being  a  separate  portion  thereof,  of  which  the  tenant 

^ad  the  exclusive  use,  and  also  the  key  of  the  door,  was 

SQcli  a  building  as  was  contemplated  by  that  section* 

'The  only  point  of  distinction  between  the  facta  of  that 

case  and  the  present  is,  that  here  the  landlord  resided  in 

the  same  house  with  the  claimant;  but  if  it  be  once  con- 

c^^edthat  a  portion  of  a  house  may  constitute  a  building, 

1^  ean  make  no  diiference  whether  the  landlord  occupies 

^  part  of  it  or  not.    [^Erle  J.    The  appeUsint  claimed 

^  qualify  in  respect  oipart  of  a  house.     In  the  Stockport 

C^QESf  it  was  found  as  a  fact  that  each  tenant  had  the  ex- 

^Itisive  use  of  a  room^  being  a  distinct  or  separate  por- 

UoD  of  the  fiurtory.]    No  objection  was  taken  to  the 

^^aim  on  that  ground. 

Mereooether  appeared  for  the  respondent,  but  was 
iK)t  called  upon  by  the  Court. 

(a)  Antd^  p.  88, 


Smbdut. 


Smkdlxt. 
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1845.  TiMDAL  C.  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  is 

^T^  free  from  any  doubt.  The  question  here  is,  whether 
J^^^  the  appellant  **  occupied  as  owner  or  tenant,**  for  these 
are  the  words  of  the  statute ;  and  that  question  does  not 
depend  upon  the  description  of  the  premises  occupied) 
but  on  the  nature  of  the  occupation.  All  that  the  land- 
lord has  done  has  been  to  give  the  claimant  a  limited  en-* 
joyment  of  a  portion  of  the  house  which  he  did  not  himself 
occupy.  I  call  it  a  limited  enjoyment,  because  it  is  stated 
in  the  case  that  the  claimant  had  no  key  to  the  street- 
door,  or  at  least,  that  he  had  never  seen  one ;  and  al- 
though he  was  not  prevented,  generally  speaking,  from 
letting  himself  in  at  night  by  ifteans  of  a  latch-key,  it  yet 
appears  that  the  street-door  was  sometimes  fastened,  and 
that  on  those  occasions  he  entered  the  house  through 
the  door  of  the  shop,  which  was  in  the  occupation  of  the 
landlord.  He  had  therefore  no  exclusive  occupation 
of  the  premises ;  he  was  merely  an  inmate  or  lodger. 
The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Decision  afBrmed,  with  costs« 


jmmtryie.'  ScoBE,  Appellant,  and  Huqqett,  Respondent. 

A  penon  Imt.  HpHIS  was    an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Denis 

ing  the  Mpwmte  M,                                      -n        .          i 

and  ezdudTe  Creogh  Moylon^  Esquire,  the  revising  barrister  for 

•pwtmenti  in  a  the  city  of  Westminster. 

•piMicntiiie  ^^  ^^  revision,  George  Bedford  claimed  to  be  inserted 

^hi^^alio  ***  ^^®  ^^^  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  James,  West^ 

a  Kparate  key  minster,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  apartments  at 

for  bU  own  uae  *                                   *                      ' 
of  die  outer 
door»  the  land- 
lord of  die  bouae  not  residing  tbereia,  nor  occupying  any  part  of  it,  is  an  occupier,  as 
tnant,  of  a  boow^  within  the  meaning  of  stau  S  iK  4.  e.  45.  t.  87. 
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Itiop  7*  LeicesUr  Street^  Regeitt  Street^     The  apartmente       lB45t 
<x>iisisted  of  two  rooms  on  the  second  floor,  coromunU        ^ 
<:ating  with  each  other,  for  which  he  paid  20/»  J6^«  %      „  "" 
year  rent     These  rooms  were  occupied  for  four  years 
by  Bedford  iov  th^  purpose  of  dwelling,  and  Bedftfrd 
liad  the  use  of  the  back  kitchen  and  yard  in  common 
with  other  parties.    The  house  consisted  of  four  stories; 
the  front  IjLitchen  on  the  basement  was  let  to  another 
party ;  the  ground  floor^  first  floor,  and  attics  were  each 
separately  occupied  by  other  parties.    The  access  ta 
the  kitchen,  and  the  first  and  other  floors  waa  by  the 
common  street-door  of  the  house,  a  key  of  which  waa 
in  the  possession  of  each  of  the  occupiers,  who  had  each 
a  key  of  the  respective  apartments  in  his  own  occupa-^ 
tion,  and  the  exclusive  right  of  access  thereto.     The 
landlord,  Mr.JKbiip,  did  not  reside  in  or  occupy  any 
part  of  the  house. 

Upon  these  facts  the  point  raised  for  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  was,  whether  the  occupation  of  such 
two  rooms  by  the  claimant  was  sufficient  to  confer  the 
deceive  franchise:  and  upon  that  point  he  decided  in 
the  affirmative. 

Merewether  for  the  appellant.     It  is  submitted,  in  the 

first  place,  that  the  nature  of  Bedfbrd^s  qualification  was 

^Pi'operly  described.      He  claimed  in  respect  of  the 

"^pation  of  apartmetUs.    lErle  J.  The  revising  bar- 

'''^r  has  stated  one  question  for  the  opinion  of  the 

^'•t't,  and  we  have  no  other  before  us.  (a)]     Then,  it  is 

^^nded  that    fFrtght  v.    The    Tamn-clerk  of  Stock-^ 

^^^  ijb)  does  not  govern  this  case.     There  each  of  the 

^*)    Sm  gimp$an  w.  WiOantofh  «nt^  p.  168.  (6)  AnU»  p.  38. 


iOO  HILARY  TERM, 

1845»        parties  oocupied  a  distinct  portion  of  the  building,  bat 
'  there  was  no  separate  occupation  by  Bedford  in  the  pre- 


Scofts 
^*  sent  case. 

HuQonr. 


Cockkam^  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 

TiKDAL  C.  J.  I  think  this  case  cannot  be  distin* 
guished  from  that  of  two  families  in  one  house,  one 
taking  the  rooms  on  the  left  side  of  the  staircase,  the 
other  takmg  the  rooms  on  the  right;  and  each  baring  a 
key  of  the  outer  door,  and  the  common  use  of  the 
passage.  ^The  claimant  had  a  distinct  and  separate  oc- 
cupation of  his  rooms,  and  the  decision  must  be  af- 
firmed. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Decision  affirmed  with  costs. 


January  16.        TohtSj  Appellant,  Olid  CuMiNG,  Respondent. 


A  nodce  of  T  TPON  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  James  Laticas- 

Stat.  6  Fid.  ter  Lucena^  Esquire,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 

muitbe signed  borough  of  Toines,  the  appellant  objected  to  the  name 

Sepmoir'^  of  Sawiir/  Angel  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons 

objectiog.  entitled   to  vote  in   the  election  of  members  for  the 

Sousomnst 

be  the  stuaped  borouffh.    The  notice  of  obiection  bad  been  siimed  by 

duplicate,  whea  ®                  .                           '^                                     tb            J 

the  notice  is  the  objector  himself,   and   a  copy  thereof  had   been 

sent  by  post, 

under  section  signed  with  the  name  of  the  objector  by  one  Hannq/ard, 


loa 


by  his  direction  and  in  his  presence,  and  both  were 
addressed  to  Angela  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  described 
in  the  said  list.     The  said  notice  and  copy  were  exa- 
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mined  by  the  objector^  and  were  by  him  taken  to  the        1845. 
postmaster  at  Toine$f  on  the  8Sd  of  Atigjust  I844»  and        1^^ 
compared  and  stamped  by  the  postmaster.     The  notice       ^  ^* 
Was  retained  at  the  po8t*office  to  be  forwarded  accord* 
ing  to  the  act,  and  the  copy  was  returned  to  the  ob- 
jector, by  whom  it  was  produced  in  Court.    The  notice 
irouldy  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been  de* 
liirered  at  AngePs  place  of  abode  as  described  in  the 
id  list)  on  or,  before  the  25th  day  of  August.    It  was 
fagected,  on  the  part  of  Angela  that  the  production  of 
EBcli  stamped  cc^y  was  not  the  production  of  a  duplt* 
,te  notice  as  required  by  stat.  6  Fid.  c.  18.  s.  100. ; 
d  the  barrister,  being  of  that  opinion,  retained  the 
«une  of  Angel  on  the  list. 

Twelve  other  cases  were  consolidated  with  the  pre* 


Kinglaie  Seijt.   for  the  appellant.      It  is  submitted 

^^at  the  objection  taken  before  the  revising  barrister, 

^^Kid    allowed  by  him,  ought  to   be    overruled.     The. 

^tamped  copy  of  the  notice  of  objection,  though  not 

Signed  by  the  objector's  own  hand,  was  signed  by  his 

direction  and  in  hb  presence,  and  the  notice  sent  by  the 

'(^ost  to  Aiigel  was  actually  signed  by  the  objector*    The 

(iftrQr  objected  to^  therefore,  has  been  served  with  a  proper 

itiotice  of  objection,   and  the  question  is,  whether  the 

stamped  duplicate  was  not,   under  the  circumstances, 

evidence  of  the  delivery  of  the  notice^  within  the  mean* 

ing  of  the  100th  section  of  stat.  6  VicL  c.  18.     [TYit* 

Httl.  C.J.  The  question  is,  whether  there  be  a  duplicate 

in  the  present  case.     Cresswell  J.    Must  not  the  two 

fNipers,  the  notice  and  the  duplicate,  be  identical  ?]     It 
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1845.       is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  postmaster  has  examined 
Z~        the  address  and  content^  of  the  duplicate,  and  found 
^*  them  to  correspond  with  those  of  the  notice  of  objeo-» 

tion.  That  is  proved  by  the  stamp,  and  there  is  nothing 
in  the  act  which  requires  either  in  express  words,  or  by 
implication,  that  the  duplicate  shall  be  signed  by  the 
objector  himself.  The  original  notice  is  required,  by 
the  seventeenth  section  of  the  act,  to  be  signed  by  the 
person  objecting,  with  whose  handwriting  the  party 
objected  to  may  be  acquainted,  but  nobody  sees  the 
stamped  duplicate,  except  the  postmaster  and  the  objec- 
tor himself,  until  it  is  produced  in  Court,  as  evidence  of 
the  notice  having  been  given  to  the  person  objected  to 
at  the  place  mentioned  in  such  duplicate.  When  pro* 
duced,  the  stamp  dispenses  with  proof  that  the  duplicate 
was  signed  by  the  objector.  It  is  submitted,  further^ 
that  the  objector  has  signed  the  duplicate.  He  was  pre- 
sent when  bis  signature  was  attached  to  it,  and  the  sign- 
ing was  made  by  his  authority.  Quifacit  per  aliumj 
Jacit  per  se.  In  Schneider  v.  Norris  (a),  it  was  held  that  a 
bill  pf  parcels,  in  which  the  nam^  of  th^  vendor  was 
printed,  and  that  of  the  vendee  written  by  the  vendor, 
was  a  sufficient  memorandum  of  the  contract,  within 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  to  charge  the  vendor,  [Tin- 
dal  C.  J.  That  case  arose  upon  the  seventeenth  section 
of  the  statute,  which  requires  that  the  memoranduni 
should  be  signed  ^^by  the  parties  to  be  charged,  or 
their  agents."  In  the  seventh  section  the  language  of 
the  statute  is  different ;  it  speaks  only  of  some  writing 
signed  "  by  the  party."  Cresswell  J.  referred  to  Hyde 
v.  Johnson  (6).] 

(«)  2  M.^S.  286.  (6)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  776. 


GUMIMQ. 
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Cb^fAttnt,  for  the  respondent.     The  main  question  in        1845. 
the  case  turns  upon  the  second  point  which  has  been         ^i~ 
ra.ised,  namely,  whether  an  authorised  signature  is  a       ^  J; 
sufiicieat  signing,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Registration 
oF  Voters  Act,  ss.  17  and  100.    It  is  submitted  that  the 
px'oduction  of  a  copy  of  the  notice  of  objection  does  not 
satisfy  the  term  ^*  duplicate,"  used  in  the  100th  section. 
1*be  documents  therein  specified,  the  notice  of  objection 
and  the  duplicate,  were  intended  to  be  duplicate  ori- 
ginals.   Under  the  forty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform 
A.ct,  which  is  now  repealed,  it  was  merely  required  that 
the  person  objecting  should  give,  or  cause  to  be  given, 
&  notice  in  writing  according  to  a  form  contained  in  the 
schedule  (I),  and  that  form.  No.  5,  ended  thus  ^  (signed) 
-^^  A  o(  Iplace  tf  abodey*     Probably  a  signature  by  a 
duly  authorised  agent  would  have  been  sufficient  under 
^at  statute,  but  something  more  is  necessary  under  stat. 
^  f^id,  c.  18,  5. 17.    That  section  requires  that  **  every 
>i(>tice  of  objection  shall  be  signed  by  the  person  object- 

^g  ;**  as  in  the  9  G.  4*.  c,  14.  s.  1.,  an  acknowledgment 

• 

1^    writing  must  be  signed  ^'  by  the  party  chargeable 
whereby.**     In  Hj/de  v.  Johnson  (a),  it  was  decided  that 
ft  letter  written  by  the  defendant's  wife  to  the  plaintiff 
u^    ner  husband's  name,  and  at  his  request,  and  after- 
wards sent  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  was  not  a  sufficient 
sckaowledgment  of  a  debt,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
latter  statute.     Where,  therefore,  a  statute  requires  a 
s*ignature  by  a  party,  and  makes  no  mention  of  an  agent, 
A  signature  by  an  agent  will  not  suffice. 

Gfiglake  Seijt.    replied,   and  cited   Kine  v.   Beau^ 

C«)  8  Bmg^  N.  a  776.  (6)  S  B.  i  B.  288. 

^Ol.  I.  Q 


T. 
CUMIMO. 
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1845.  TiNDAL  C.  J.    It  appears  to  me  that  the  revising  bar- 

^i~  rister  was  right  in  the  conclusion  at  which  he  arrived^ 
and  that  the  objector  has  not  brought  himself  within 
the  meaning  of  the  words  found  in  the  100th  section  of 
the  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  The  first  question  is,  whether 
the  original  notice  of  objection  should  be  signed  by  the 
objector  himself.  Now,  the  seventeenth  section  of  the 
statute  begins  by  giving  a  reference  to  the  form  of  the 
notice  of  objection  in  the  schedule  (B),  and  concludes 
by  saying,  *^  And  every  notice  of  objection  shall  be 
signed  by  the  person  objecting."  The  natural  meaning 
of  these  words  is,  that  there  shall  be  a  personal  signa- 
ture by  the  objector,  and  there  is  great  reason  and  good 
sense  in  such  a  provision,  for  if  a  man  were  at  liberty  to 
get  another  to  sign  for  him,  great  difficulty  would  arise 
in  recovering  the  costs  allowed  in  cases  of  frivolous  ob- 
jections. The  objector  might  apply  for  that  purpose 
to  some  shuffling  person,  who  would  be  likely  to  keep 
out  of  the  way,  and  there  would  be  no  remedy  whatever 
for  the  vexation  and  inconvenience  which  might  ensue. 
Then,  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  case  of  Hyde  v. 
Johnson  (a),  we  find  it  has  been  already  decided  by  this 
Court,  that  a  signature  by  an  agent  is  not  suflScient, 
when  the  plain  words  of  a  statute  require  a  signature  by 
the  party  himself.  Both  upon  principle  and  authority, 
therefore,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  original  notice 
must  be  signed  by  the  person  objecting.  Then,  ad- 
mitting that  the  original  notice  must  be  signed  by  the 
party  who  objects,  it  seems  clear  that  the  requisites 
of  the  100th  section  have  not  been  complied  with. 
That  section  provides,  that  ^^  whenever  any  person 
shall  be  desirous  of  sending  any  such  notice  of  ob- 
jection  by   the   post,   he  shall  deliver  the  same^   dtsbf 

(a)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  776. 


▼. 

CUMINO. 
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directed^  open  and  in  duplicate,  to  the  postmaster/'  treat-        1845. 
ing  the  documents,  therefore,  apparently,  as  if  each  of        ^i~ 
them  were  originals;  and  then  the  clause  goes  on  to 
say,  a  little  lower  down,  ^^  and  the  postmaster  shall 
compare  the  said  notice  and  the  duplicate,  and,  on 
being  satisfied  that  they  are  alike  in  their  address  and 
ia  their  contents,  shall  forward  one  of  them  to  its  ad- 
dress by  the  post,  and  shall  return  the  other  to  the 
party  bringing  the  same,  duly  stamped  with  the  stamp 
of  the  said  post-office;"  leaving  it  perfectly  open  to  the 
postmaster  to  determine  tcAicA  one  he  shall  send  by  the 
post   It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  duplicate  and  the 
Qodoe  must  in  their  very  nature  be  originals,  as  in  the 
tase  of  bills  of  exchange  which  are  drawn  in  duplicate. 
One  of  the  documents  in  this  case  was  a  notice,  but 
the  other,  the  effect  of  which  is  now  in  question,  was  no 
notice  at  all. 

Maule  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     In  the  first 

place,  that  the  signature  required  by  the  seventeenth 

Kction  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  is  a  signature  by  the 

haad  of  the  party  objecting,  is,  I  think,  deducible  both 

from  the  words  of  that  section  and  from  the  object 

And  intention  of  the  statute.    The  form  prescribed  by 

s^on  17.  shews  that  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of 

the  objector  are  to  be  at  the  bottom  of  the  notice ;  and 

the  section  itself  says  that  ^^  the  notice  of  objection  shall 

be  signed  by  the  person  objecting."   That,  I  apprehend, 

does  not  mean  some  one  different  from  the  objector,  but 

the  objector   himself.     The  provision  that  the  notice 

shall  be  signed  by  the  party  objecting,  requires  some- 

^hig  more  than  giving  the  true  name  of  the  objector  at 

^c  foot  of  the  notice.     Then,  if  the  intention  of  the 

Q  2 
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1845.        statute  is  considered,  the  reason  for  such  a  proTisici 
XoMs         **    seltapparent.      Cases   would    otherwise  fireqaenti 
Cumin  happen  in  which  a  great  number  of  notices  of  objectioi 

might  be  sent  by  post,  and  all  the  persons  so  obj 
to  would  be  bound  to  attend  the  Court  and  defend  ther 
votes,  but  would  find  nobody  to  support  the  objections 
Then  when  they  came  to  look  for  the  objector,  it  mighr 
turn  out  that  the  party  whose  name  was  at  the  bottoi 
of  the  notice  never  authorised  it  to  be  placed  there 
'  was  the  object  of  the  act  to  prevent  such  occurren 
and,  therefore,  the  notice  of  objection  must  be  sign 
by  the  hand  of  the  person  objecting.     Then  comes  tl 
question,  whether  the  duplicate  must  be  similarly  sign 
I  apprehend  that  a  *^  duplicate "   means  a  documei 
which  is  the  same  as  another  in  all  essential  particular 
It  has  the  same  operation  as  the  writing  of  which  it 
the  duplicate.     In  that  point  of  view  this  case  is  di 
tinguishable  from  Kine  v.  BeaamofU  (a),  where  the  co{ 
of  an  original  letter  (taken  at  the  time  it  was  writt 
giving  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill,  was  held 
be  admissible  in  evidence,  without  notice  to  prod 
the  original  letter.     The  stamped  notice  produced  ^ 


an  examined  copy,  not  a  duplicate,  and  therefore        I 
think  it  was  not  evidence  within  the  Ineaning  of  8t~^Btt. 
eFict.  £r.l8.  s.  100. 

Cresswell  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  eflect  of  fc-^^ 
seventeenth  section  is,  that  the  party  objecting  sIm^^^ 
give  a  notice  of  objection,  with  his  name  subscribed.  ^^ 
it,  which  name  shall  be  subscribed  by  himself.  X^I>^ 
object  of  the  hundredth  section  was  to  relieve  the  ipm^rty 

(a)  S  B.^  B,  28S. 
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objecting  from  the  necessity  of  proving  service  of  the 
^tice,  by  shewing  that  he  had  sent  such  a  notice  by 
post     That  is  provided  for  by  the  regulations  made  for 
^mparing,  stamping,  and  producing  before  the  bar- 
rister a  duplicate^  and  from  that  it  must  have  been  meant 
^at  the  writing  produced  should  be  identical  with  that 
which  was  sent  by  post.     Then  if  the  writing  produced 
Was  not   signed   by   the  objector  himself,  it  was  not 
^entical. 


1845. 


u* 


Toms 

T. 

CUMIMO. 


£rls  J.   Particular  care  seems  to  have  been  taken  in 

the  statute  to  express  the  intention  of  the  legislature 

^'lat  the  signature  to  a  notice  of  objection  shall  be  in  the 

handwriting  of  the  objector.     That  appears  from  the 

^^rms  used  in  the  seventh,  as  well  as  in  the  seventeenth 

^^^^ioD.     I  also  think  that  the  word  ^^  duplicate,"  which 

'^  employed  in  the  hundredth  section,  means  a  duplicate 

^^*^ginaL 

Decision  affirmed. 


^^OOPEB,  Appellant,  and  Hahbis,  Respondent.      January  \e. 

(Austin's  Case.) 

y\^  T  a  Court  held  before  Michael  Prendergast,  Esq.,  A  pcnon  em- 

"^  ^-  ployed  under 

the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  the  poeuoffice, 
*^r  the  borough  of  CambridgCf  Charles  Henry  Cooper  within  twehe 
^^j«cted  to  the  name  of  Samuel  Austin  being  retained  monthfof  the 
o  Ihe  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Hofy  Trinity.     It  ^^^l  ^ 

letters  and 
receive  tlie  postage  thereon,  is  not  entitled  to  be  registered. 
^b«i  the  reepondent  does  not  appear,  although  he  has  received  due  notice  of  the  ap- 
2^Qt*t  intentioti  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  the  Court  will,  nevertheless,  require  the  ap- 
"^ot^s  case  to  be  argued  before  they  give  judgment. 

«  3 
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1845. 


COOFIR 
▼. 

Harris. 

(Aushn's 
Case.) 


appeared  that  Austin  was,  in  November j  184S,  appointed 
by  the  Postmaster-General  to  carry  letters  from  Cam' 
bridge  to  fVaterbeaek,  and  to  receive  the  postage  due 
on  the  letters  so  carried  ;  that  he  made  the  declaration 
set  out  in  the  schedule  annexed  to  the  stat.  1  Fid,  r.  38. ; 
and  that  he  was  employed  in  the  business  above  men- 
tioned for  above  three  months,  and  resigned  his  office  in 
March  1844<.  It  was  contended  that  by  virtue  of 
several  statutes,  and  especially  of  the  stat.  82  G.  3. 
c.  4h  5.  1.  and  6  Vict,  c,  18.  s.  40.,  the  name  ought  to 
be  expunged  from  the  list  of  voters ;  but  the  barrister 
decided  otherwise,  and  retained  the  name. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent  when  the 
case  was  called  on. 


F.  Gunnifigi  for  the  appellant,  submitted  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  Due  notice  had 
been  given  to  the  respondent,  under  the  sixty- fourth 
section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  of  the  appellant's  in- 
tention to  prosecute  the  appeal,  and  the  sixtieth  section 
provided  that  appeals  should  be  heard  and  determined 
according  to  the  ordinary  rules  and  practice  of  the 
Court  with  respect  to  special  cases. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  we  must  hear  the  appellant 
before  we  can  give  judgment  in  his  favour;  the  appeal 
might  turn  out  to  be  so  weak  a  case  that  the  respondent 
might  not  think  it  worth  while  to  appear  by  counsel  in 
support  of  the  barrister's  decision. 


Gunning  for  the  appellant.  On  the  Slst  day  of  July 
last,  Austin  was  incapable  of  yoting,  and  therefore  he  was 
not  entitled  to  be  on  the  register.     The  stat.  22  G.  S. 
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r.   41.    5.  1.  enacts  that  <<  No  postmaster,  postmaster-        1845. 
general,  or  his  or  their  deputy  or  deputies,  or  any  person        Cooipiii 
eixiployed  by  or  under  him  or  them  in  receiving,  collect*       „  ^* 
in^,  or  numaging  the  revenue  of  the  post-o£Sce,  or  any      (AoniM's 
part:  thereof,  &c.,  shall  be  capable  of  giving  his  vote  for  *^^ 

the     election  of  any  knight  of  the  shire,  commissioner, 
citizen,  burgess,  or  baron,  &c. ;  and  if  any  person  hereby 
made  incapable  of  voting  as  aforesaid  shall  nevertheless 
presume  to  give  his  vote  during  the  time  he  shall  hold, 
or  ^^ithin  twelve  calendar  montlis  after  he  shall  cease  to 
hold  or  execute  any  of  the  offices  aforesaid,  such  votes 
so  ^iven  shall  be  held  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever,   and   every  person   so  offending 
shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  100/."      The  party  objected  to 
cleairly  comes  within  the  disqualifying  words  of  this  act 
of  parliament.  Then  comes  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s,  40., 
^y  ^^^hich  it  is  provided  that  in  case  it  shall  be  proved 
that  any  person,  who  has  been  duly  objected  to,  was  on 
the  last  day  of  Jhdy  incapacitated  by  any  law  or  statute 
from  votingf  the  barrister  shall  expunge  his  name  from 
the  list 

XiNDAL  C.  J*     We  all  agree  that  the  decision  is 
wrong. 

Decision  reversed. 


Q  4 
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1845. 


January  20.       Jeffrey,   Appellant,   and  ErrcHENEB,   Re- 
spondent. 

To  enUUe  a       rpjjjs  ^|^  ^  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 

penon  to  vote       J|_^  •  * 

uaninbabiunt  Jq^j^  MeUoT.  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 

houaeholder,  '         t  o 

potwaiier,  or      borough  of  Northampton^  by  whom  the  following  case 

Bcot  and  lot  .  ,    , 

voter,  under       was  Stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  — 

Stat.  2  W,  4. 

c.  45.  $.  33.,  he  John  Jeffrey  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  William 
identi^'qua-^  Kitchener^  which  appeared  on  the  list  of  persons  (not 
he  hwrwh^n*"*"  ^^'"8  freemen)  entitled  to  vote  for  the  said  borough  in 
A*  ^^f^  respect  of  any  right  other  than  those  conferred  by  an 
Where,  act  passed  2  W,  4.,   entitled   "  An   Act  to  amend  the 

therefore,  a 

person  claimed   representation  of  the  people  in  Efigland  and  fValesj"  for 

to  vote  for  the 

borough  of        the  parish  of  All  Saints,  as  follows :  — 

Northampton^ 
as  a  six  months* 
inhabitant 
householder, 
and  it  appeared 
that  he  bad  a 
right  to  vote  as 

such  on  the  7th  Previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act,  every 
but  that  in  Oc-   person  who  had  been  an  inhabitant  householder  within 

tober  18S2,  he 

ceased  to  reside  the  borough  of  Northampton  for  six  calendar  months 
ton,  and  went  "cxt  before  the  day  of  election,  and  who  had  not  re- 
Be^rd,  where  ccived  parochial  relief  or  other  alms  for  the  space  of 
fourteen  wwks^  ^^^1^®  Calendar  months  then  last  past,  was  entitled  to 
Held,  thai      y^^g  Jq  g^^jj  election.     William  Kitchenei\  at  the  time  of 

there  must  be  a 

continuous         the  passing  of  the  Reform  Act,  had  a  right  to  vote  as  an 

qualification,        ^  ^  ^ 

and  tiiat  as  the    inhabitant  householder  of  the  said  borough,  and   has 

claimant  had 

once  ceased  to  ever  since,  with  the  exception  hereinafter  mentioned, 
thereby  lost  his  ^^"  &"  inhabitant  householder  in  that  borough.  He 
he  couid^not      ^^^  ^"'y  Jfegistered  in  the  first  registration  under  the 

acquire  a  new 

qualification  by  returning  to  Northampton,  and  becoming  again  an  inhabitant  householder. 


Kitchener,  William 

Gregory  Street 

Six  months'  in- 
habitant house- 
holder 

Gregory  Street. 

KnCHIMSE. 
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P>"o visions  of  the  above-mentioned  act,  and  has  never        1845. 

sinoe  been  omitted  for  two  successive  years,  unless  in 

consequence  of  his  having  received  parochial  relief.     In 

tbe   naonth  of  October  1882^  he  and  his  family  ceased  to 

reside  at  Nortkampiofh  and  went  to  reside  at  Bedford^ 

w^h^are  he  remained  for  fourteen  weeks,  and  then  came 

bAcle  to  Nortiampian,  and  immediately  became  an  in« 

bsi.bitant  householder,  and  has  so  remained  up  to  the 

pr^^tcnt  time.     He  has  in  every  year  since  the  passing 

of^     "^lie   Reform  Act  been   an  inhabitant  householder 

dul3r  qualified  according  to  the  usages  and  customs  of 

th^      borough  of  Northampton^  on  the  last  day  of  Jtdy  in 

cacrlii  year. 

X^  was  objected  that,  by  reason  of  his  having  ceased 
to   l:>c  an  inhabitant  householder  for  fourteen  weeks  as 
i^V>c>^e  mentioned,  he  was  no  longer  entitled  to  retain 
th^     reserved  right  of  voting  as  an  inhabitant  house- 
bolder.   .  The  revising  barrister  decided  against  the  ob- 
jection, being  of  opinion,  that  inasmuch  as  his  absence 
frocn  Northampton  occurred  during  a  period  which  wa$ 
^^^    necessary  to  qualify  him  as  an  inhabitant  house- 
holder in  any  year,  that  is  to  say,  between  the  months 
^^  ^utjf  and  February^  he  came  within  the  saving  of  the 
Mirty^lhii.^  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  accordingly 
'^^^Ocd  his  name  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 


^^^^mfrey  for  the  appellant.     The  party  objected  to 

^^®^s^^  to  be  an  inhabitant  householder  of  the  borough 

^^<3rthampton  in  October  1 832,  and  if  an  election  had 

tok^^  place  unmediately  after  his  return  to  Northampton^ 

^^  ^^^>uld  not  have  voted  as  an  inhabitant  householder, 

>'Use  be  would  not  have  resided  there  for  six  calendar 
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1845.  months  niext  before  the  day  of  election.  Having,  there* 
j„„„  fore,  once  lost  his  qualification,  he  could  not  regain  it. 
It  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  when  they  passed 
the  Reform  Act,  to  abolish  as  far  as  was  possible  the 
difierent  rights  of  voting  which  then  existed  in  various 
boroughs,  and  to  establish  one  uniform  franchise  through- 
out the  kingdom;  but  certain  rights  were  reserved  by 
the  thirty-third  section  of  that  statute.  That  section 
provides  **  that  every  person  now  having  a  right  to 
vote  in  the  election  for  any  city  or  borough  (except 
those  enumerated  in  the  said  schedule  (A))  in  virtue  of 
any  other  qualification  than  as  a  burgess  or  freeman, 
or  as  a  Q^man  and  liveryman,  or,  in  the  case  of  a  city 
or  town  being  a  county  of  itself,  as  a  freeholder  or 
burgage  tenant,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  shall  retain 
such  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he  shall  be  qualified  as 
an  elector  according  to  the  usages  and  customs  of  such  city 
or  boroughf  or  any  law  now  in  force^  and  such  person 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  or 
members  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament  for  such  city 
or  borough,  if  duly  registered  according  to  the  pro- 
visions hereinafler  contained ;  but  that  no  such  person 
shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year  unless  he  shall,  on 
the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year,  be  qualified  as  such 
elector  in  such  manner  as  would  entitle  him  then  to 
vote  if  such  day  were  the  day  of  election  and  this  act 
had  not  been  passed."  The  clause  then  introduces  a 
restrictioji  in  respect  of  residence,  and  concludes  with  a 
proviso  *^  that  every  such  person  shall  for  ever  cease  to 
enjoy  such  right  of  voting  for  any  such  city  or  borough 
as  aforesaid,  if  his  name  shall  have  been  omitted  for 
two  successive  years  from  the  register  of  such  voters  for 
such  city  or  borough  hereinafter  directed  to  be  made, 
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unless  he  shall  have  been  so  omitted  in  consequence  of  1 845. 
his  hating  received  parochial  relief  within  twelve  calendar  jMnmn 
montlis  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  Jufy  in  any  year, 
or  in  consequence  of  his  absence  on  the  naval  or  military 
service  of  bis  majesty."  In  all  cases,  therefore,  where 
A  person  has  once  ceased  to  be  an  inhabitant  bouse* 
holder,  the  right  of  voting  as  such  is  lost  for  ever,  be- 
cause be  cannot  be  said  to  retain  the  qualification  which 
he  kad  at  the  time  when  the  Reform  Act  passed.  He 
cannot  be  remitted  to  his  former  right,  and,  therefore, 
It  13  submitted  that  the  barrister  was  wrong  in  his 
deciaion. 

fWaddingion,  for  the  respondent.     The  object  of  the 
^irty-third  section  of  the  stat  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  was  to  re- 
a  personal  privilege  to  such  parties  as  enjoyed 
rights  of  voting  at  the  time  the  Reform  Act 
namely,  to  inhabitant  householders,  scot  and  lot 
^o^iers,  and  potwallers.      The  respondent,   therefore, 
'^^'ving  a  personal  privilege  reserved  to  him,  his  right  of 
^^^^ng  as  an  inhabitant  householder  would  still  con- 
^'^^e^  if,  according  to  the  custom  which  prevailed  in  the 
^^^>irongb  of  Narthampion  before  the  Reform  Act  passed, 
^^    might  have  regained  the  right  which  he  had  lost 
^^^rle  J.   The  words  of  the  act  are,  **  Every  person  shall 
^^tain  such  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he  shall  be 
^^alified  as  an  elector  according  to  the  usages  and 
^Ujrtoms  of  such  city  or  borough.'*]     Those  words  do 
^ot  mean  that  a  person  should  enjoy  his  right  of  voting 
^«rely  so  long  as  he  retained  the  identical  qualification 
^bich  he  had  when  the  Reform  Act  passed.     If  that 
bad  been  the  intention  of  the  statute,  the  words  intro- 
duced into  the  section  would  have  been,  **  Every  person 
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1845.        sball  retain  such  qualijkation**  instead  of  **sucb  right 
j„„^„       of  voting/*    The  section   does  not  import  that  there 
roust  be  a  continuity  of  qualification.     All  that  it  re- 
quires is  that  the  party  who  is  to  be  r^ristered  on  the 
last  day  of  Jufy  shall  be  qualified,  according  to  the 
usages  and  customs  of  the  borough,  in  such  manner  as 
would  entitle  him  to  vote  if  that  day  were  the  day  of 
election,  and  the  Reform  Act  had  not  been  passed.     It 
is  found  in  the  case  that  the  respondent  was  so  qualified. 
The  omission  of  a  party*s  name  for  two  successive  years 
from  the  register,  which  is  to  operate  as  a  forfeiture  of 
the  right,  must  mean  an  omission  owing  to  a  xoant  of 
qualification^  because  it  is  expressly  provided  that  he 
shall  not  lose  his  right,  if  his  name  shall  have  been 
omitted  in  consequence  of  the  receipt  of  parochial  re- 
lief or  of  his  absence  on  naval  or  military  service.    The 
seventy-eighth  section  of  the  stat«6  Vict.  c.  18.  seems  to 
strengthen  that  view  of  the  case,  as  it  provides  that  the 
party  is  to   lose  his  reserved  right,  if  his  name   has 
been  omitted  from  the  register  for  two  successive  years 
in  respect  of  such  qualification^  though  it  has  been  in- 
serted in   respect  of  some  qualification  of  a  difierent 
nature.      [CressoM  i.    That  is   a  declaratory   clause. 
Tindal  C.  J.   It  certainly  does  not  assist  your  argument, 
since  it  would  not  be  enough  that  the  party  should  be 
in  the  list ;  his  name  must  appear  there  in  respect  of 
the  specific  qualification.]     It  serves  to  shew  that  the 
legislature  did  not  consider  that  the  omission  of  the 
name  from  the  register  for  a  year  should  disfranchise 
the  voter.     Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  it  is  submitted 
that  the  barrister  was  right  in  retaining  the  name. 

Humfirey^  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 
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TindalC.J.    It  is  impossible  to  read  the  thirty-        1845. 
^hird  section  of  the  stat  2  tV.  4.  c.  45.  without  perceiv-       jgnmmr 
Jng  that  the  intention  of  tlie  legislature  was  that,  after 
"She  passing  of  that  statute,  there  should  be  but  one 
^neral  right  of  voting  in  cities  and  boroughs,  namely, 
Ehat  which   is  popularly  called   the    10/.   householder 
Tight ;  but  it  was  thought  extremely  hard,  as  it  would 
liave  been,  that  persons  who  were  in  the  possession  of 
^tber  rights  of  voting  in  respect  of  other  qualifications 
jBhould  at  once  be  deprived  of  them  by  the  general  and 
sweeping  words   used  in  the  first  part  of  the  clause. 
There  was,  therefore,  this  proviso  introduced,  that  every 
person  then  having  a  right  to  vote  in  virtue  of  any 
other  qualification  than  as  a  burgess  or  fireeman,  &c., 
should  retain  such  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he  should 
be  qualified  as  an  elector  according  to  the  usages  and 
customs  of  the  city  or  borough,  or  any  law  then  in 
force.     The  qualification  here  set  up  is  on  the  part  of 
a  person  who  was  qualified  to  vote  as  an  inhabitant 
householder  of  the  borough  of  Northampton^  on  the  7lh 
of  June  I8S2,  the  day  on  which  the  Reform  Act  re- 
ceived the  royal  assent ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  he 
has  retained  that  right.     It  appears  to   me  that  the 
proviso  in  question  must  be  interpreted  as  if  the  act  had 
said  **  he  shall  retain  the  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he  is 
an  inhabitant  householder  of  the  borough  of  Norihamp^ 
Um^*     On  the  part  of  the  claimant  it  is  contended  that 
this  is   too   stringent  an   interpretation,   and  that  the 
clause  ought  to  be  read  as  if  it  had  contained  these 
^ords,  **  he  shall  retun  the  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he 
^liall  continue  to  be  an  inhabitant  householder ;  or  if, 
having  ceased  to  be  an  inhabitant  householder,  he  shall 
I'etam  and  reside  in  the  borough  again."    It  seems  to 
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1845.  me,  however,  that  this  construction  of  the  clause  would 
not  only  reserve  to  the  party  the  right  which  he  had  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  but  would,  in  effect, 
give  him  the  right  of  acquiring  a  new  qualification  in 
respect  of  a  new  residence.  Suppose  the  Reform  Act 
had  never  passed,  and  a  person  qualified  to  vote  as  an 
inhabitant  householder  had  ceased  to  reside  in  the 
borough,  as  the  respondent  has  done,  it  could  not  be 
contended  that,  if  he  came  l)ack  again  to  the  borough 
and  took  a  new  house,  he  would,  at  the  end  of  six 
months'  residence,  be  entided  to  vote  in  respect  of  his 
old  qualification.  The  necessity  of  residence  in  the 
borough  for  six  months,  before  he  could  be  duly  quali- 
fied to  vote,  shews  that  it  is  not  his  old  qualification ; 
and  if  it  is  not  his  old  qualification,  it  must  be  a  new 
one.  I  cannot  understand  what  object  would  be  gained 
by  allowing  a  party,  under  such  circumstances,  to 
acquire  a  right  which  he  has  voluntarily  abandoned. 
The  words  of  the  proviso  are  plain  enough,  and  I  do 
not  see  that  the  subsequent  negative  portions  of  the 
clause  have  any  bearing  on  the  question,  as  they  merely 
say  that,  if  any  "  such  person  "  applies  to  be  put  on  the 
register,  such  and  such  conditions  must  be  observed 
before  his  name  can  be  inserted  in  the  list.  The  ques- 
tion, therefore,  comes  round  again,  who  is  <<  such  per- 
son "  described  in  the  former  part  of  the  section,  and  it 
seems  to  me  that  by  these  words  the  respondent's 
qualification  to  vote  as  an  inhabitant  householder  was 
limited  to  the  actual  qualification  which  he  possessed 
at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act  I  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  decbion  of  the  revising  barrister  was 
wrong. 
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Maule  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  conceive        1845. 
^lie  l^islature  meant  to  exempt  from  the  hardship  of      jj^rww 
^disfranchisement  such  persons  as  were  qualified  to  vote     ^^'. 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  and  who  did  not 
ose  their  qualifications  by  their  own  free  will  after* 
prards;  but  that  persons  who  thought  fit  to  give  up  their 
[ualificationsy  by  ceasing  to  be  inhabitant  householders, 
^ivben  that  was  the  necessary  qualification,  as  in  the 
present  instance,  and  also  those  who  intimated  tliat  they 
^id  not  care  about  the  qualification,  by  allowing  them* 
^leWes,  although  qualified,  to  be  off  the  register  for  two 
successive  years,  should  not  come  within  the  exemption. 
The  terms  of  the  proviso  are  very  clear,  that  such  per- 
sons shall  retain  the  right  of  voting  so  long  as  they  shall 
^K>e  qualified,  &c.    The  words  <<  so  long  as  "  being  words 
^  time,  and  importing  continuity,  certainly  do  not  in- 
clude a  case  where  the  continuity  of  the  qualification 
lias  been  interrupted.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  vote 
ooght  to  have  been  disallowed. 

Cresswell  J.    I  also  think  that  the  revising  bar- 

^ter  ought  to  have  disallowed  this  vote.    The  words  of 

^e  statute  are  very  clear,  and  declare  that  the  party 

^hali  retain  his  right  to  vote,  so  long  as  he  shall  be 

Qualified  according  to  the  usages  of  the  borough.    Now, 

According  to  the  usages  of  the  borough  of  Northampton^ 

"^be   respondent  ceased  to  be  qualified  when  he  went 

^^ay  to  reside  at  Bedford^  and  if  an  election  had  taken 

place  at  any  time  within  six  months  after  his  return  to 

^forthampton,  he  could  not  have  voted  at  such  election 

^3  an  inhabitant  householder.     Having,  therefore,  lost 

His  old  right  of  voting,  can  he  acquire  a  new  one  ?    It 

^Qems  to  me  that  the  statute  never  intended  that  he 
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1845.  should.  It  is,  however,  contended  that  this  construc- 
~  lion  is  inconsistent  with  a  subsequent  portion  of  the 
clause,  which  provides  that  a  party  shall  not  be  r^^ 
tered  unless  he  shall  on  the  last  day  of  J^y  be  qualified 
as  such  elector,  in  such  manner  as  would  entitle  him  then 
to  vote,  if  such  day  were  the  day  of  election.  It  appears 
to  me  that  this  provision,  so  far  from  being  inconsistent 
with  the  meaning  attached  by  the  Court  to  the  former 
part  of  the  clause,  confirms  their  construction  of  it,  for 
a  person  might  be  qualified  as  an  elector,  yet  not  in 
such  manner  as  would  entitle  him  to  vote  on  the  last  day 
ofjuhf.  I  think  that  the  statute  intended  to  reserve  to 
parties  the  same  qualification  which  they  possessed  at 
the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  act,  and  that  the  claimant, 
not  having  retained  the  qualification  which  he  then  had, 
never  could  acquire  it  again. 

Erle  J.   The  general  object  of  the  stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45. 
is,  that  no  person  shall  have  a  right  to  vote  for  a  city  or 
borough  except  10/.  householders;  but  upon  this  general 
rule  an  exception  is  engrailed  by  the  thirty-third  sec- 
tion, which,  after  recognising  certain  other  rights  of 
voting,  provides  that  such  persons  as  were  then  qualified 
to  vote  in  virtue  of  any  other  qualification,  should  retain 
such  right  of  voting  so  long  as  they  should  be  qualified 
as  electors  according  to  the  usages  and  customs  of  such 
city  or  borough.     It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the 
act  of  parliament  contemplated  the  reservation  of  other 
existing  rights  of  voting,  but  that,  with  respect  to  those 
which  are  not  distinctly  specified  in  the  proviso,  it  was 
intended  that  the  parties  should  retain  them  only  so 
long  as  they  should  be  qualified.     That  seems  to  me  to 
imply  a  continuity  of  the  qualification.     The  words 
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whicli  follow  in  the  clause,  appear  to  be  an  exception 
upon  an  exception,  confining  the  right  to  those  who  are 
duly  registered;  and  the  proviso  at  the  end  of  the 
clause  expressly  declares  that  the  omission  of  the  party's 
name  from  the  register  for  two  successive  years,  except 
for  ^he  causes  therein  mentioned,  shall  operate  as  an 
extinction  of  the  right  altogether.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  vre  should  give  no  effect  to  this  clause  of  the  act  of 
PAi*liament,  if  we  were  to  hold  that  a  party  might  regain 
the  i*igbt  which  he  had  once  lost 

Decision  reversed,  {a) 
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^^y     The  foUowing  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Uie  same 
^g  barrister  was  decided  on  the  same  day :  — 

Stantok,  Appellant^  and  Jeffrey,  Respondent 

^^K  TmdM  of  the  case  were  the  same  as  in  Jeffrey  v.  JRickener,  with  the 
czcQ^^^Q  ll„^  ll^  pm^y  objected  to,  James  Adton,  left  Northampton  at 
^'^™*  •**»»iaf  184S,  and  went  to  reside  elsewhere  for  nine  months,  hating 

'"^^S  all  that  time  ceased  to  occupy  any  house  within  the  borough. 

^^  vi^Tising  barrister  expunged  the  name  of  the  voter. 


ocUiiVfOfi  for  the  appellant 


-BWan/Wry  for  the  respondent 

^^o  argument  was  offered,  the  case  being  goremed  by  the  judgment  of 
***•  Court  in  Jeffifi^  ▼.  Xitchener, 

Decision  affirmed. 


I. 
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1845. 


joniuiryso.        Dteb,  Appellant,  and  GtOUGH,  Respondent. 

A  collector  of  ^PHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decison  of 

is  entitled  to  Frederick  William  Slade^  Esquire,  the  barrister  ap- 

^dthstanding  pointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of 

«*G*3  c  99  f^^sibury^  who  stated  the  following  case :  — 

he  is  still  to  be  fhe  name  of  John  Dyer  appeared  upon  the  list  of 

considered  as  ^  rr  r 

appointed  by      persous  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  to 

the  Land  Tax      '^ 

Commis-  serve  in  parliament  for  the  borough  of  Westbury^   in 

aionersy  and 

not  by  the  respect  of  property  situate  in  the  parish  of  Westbury,    A 

Commissioners  ^.  p    \  »      .»  i.t  i  ii  i 

of  Assessed  notice  ot  objection  was  proved  to  have  been  duly  served 
therefore"within  "P^"  ^^^  ^"^  ^^  overseers  of  Westbury^  against  bis 
****"j®P^*^"      right  to  have  his  name  retained  upon  the  'list  of  voters 

created  by  the         ^  * 

second  section  for  the  Said  borou^h ;  and,  upon  the  said  John  Dyer 
ofsUt.22G.S.  o    '  '      r  <y 

c.  41.  appearing,  and  being  called  upon  to  prove  himself  en- 

titled to  have  his  name  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters 
for  the  said  borough,  it  was  proved  that  the  said  John 
Dyer  was,  at  the  time  of  making  out  the  said  list  of 
voters,  and  still  is,  a  person  employed  in  collecting  the 
duties  on  windows,  and  that  he  was  appointed  such  col- 
lector by  a  warrant  and  appointment,  under  the  hands 
and  seals  of  two  of  the  commissioners  for  executing 
the  several  acts  of  parliament  relating  to  the  duties  of 
assessed  taxes.  It  was  admitted  that  the  two  commis- 
sioners milking  the  said  appointment  were  also  com- 
missioners of  the  land  tax  ;  but  this  fact  did  not  appear 
in  any  way  recited  or  otherwise  upon  the  said  ap- 
pointment. 

The  revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  said 
John  Dyer  was  not  entitled,  on  the  last  day  of  Julyj 


▼. 
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18<4»4,  to  have  had  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  1845. 
for  ^lie  said  borough  of  fVesibwy^  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  BriH 
ta  the  said  barrister  that  the  said  John  Dyer  was,  at  the 
tim^  of  making  oat  the  said  list  of  voters,  and  still  is,  a 
person  employed  in  collecting  the  duties  on  windows, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  22  G.  S.  r.  41.  5. 1.,  and  ex- 
ponged  bis  name  accordingly. 

S^eeSevjU  {R.  Gumey  with  him)  for  the  appellant* 
It  is  submitted  that  Dyer's  name  ought  to  have  been 
retained  on  the  list  of  voters.     The  stat.  22  G.  S.  c.  41. 
'•  !•    enumerates,  amongst  other  persons  thereby  de- 
dared  to  be  incapable  of  voting,  "  any  surveyor,  col- 
lector, comptroller,  inspector,  officer,  or  other  person, 
^niployed   in   collecting,    managing,    or   receiving   the 
duties  on  windows  or  houses."     The  appellant,  there* 
'^^^*^9  would  be  disqualified,  if  it  were  not  for  the  excep- 
^OQ   contained  in  section  2.,  by  which  it  is  provided, 
^^>^  nothing  in  that  act  contained  *^  shall  extend,  or  be 
^^strued  to  extend,  to  any  commissioner  of  the  land  tax^ 
*^  09nf  person  acting  under  the  appointment  rf  such  com" 
^'^^oners  of  the  land  tax,  for  the  purpose  of  assessing, 
^^^ng,  collecting,  receiving,  or  managing  the  land  tax, 
^^  91^  other  rates  or  duties  already  granted  or  imposed^ 
^^  ^okich  shall  hereafter  he  granted  or  imposed^  by  au- 
'•bority  of  parliament."     The  plain  meaning  of  Uie  act, 
borefere,  is,  that  any  person  receiving  an  appointment 
^m  the  land  tax  commissioners,  whether  for  the  pur- 
^^  of  collecting  the  land  tax,  or  any  other  fates  or 
^ties,  shall  be  exempted  from  the  disqualifying  enact- 
^ts  of  the  first  section.     By  the  stat  20  G.  2.  c.  8. 
^•t  all  persons  appointed  to  be  commissioners  of  the 
d  tax  by  the  stat  20  G.  2.  c.  2.,  or  any  other  act 

Ji  2 
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1845.        then  in  forcey  or  any  future  act,  are  appointed  commis- 
U^^j^        sioners  for  the  taxes  on  houses  and  windows.     That  act 
^  ^'  was  still  in  force  when  the  stat.  22  G.  3.  c  41.  was 

passed,  and  therefore  the  second  section  of  the  latter 
statute  must  have  had  in  view  parties  who  had  been 
appointed  to  collect  the  duties  on  windows  by  the 
land  tax  commissioners.  Barringer's  Case{a)i  Staples 
Case,  (b)  [Tindal  C.  J.  To  whom,  then,  does  the  first 
section  of  stat  22  G.  S.  c.  41.  apply?]  To  the  sur^ 
veyors  and  inspectors  of  assessed  taxes,  appointed  and 
paid  by  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury,  under  the  powers 
given  by  sections  SO.  and  48.  of  stat.  20  6.  2.  c.  3. 
\_Erle  J.  It  appears  that  under  that  act  two  classes  of 
officers  are  appointed ;  one,  where  the  appointment  is 
made  in  inviitun^  under  section  6.  by  the  commissioners 
of  land  tax ;  the  other,  deriving  their  authority  from  the 
Lords  of  the  Treasury.]  The  latter  class  of  officers, 
being  appointed  by  the  Crown,  would  be  under  the 
direct  influence  of  the  Government,  and  may,  there- 
fore, fairly  be  inferred  to  be  within  the  purview  of  the 
first  section  of  stat.  22  G.  3.  c.  41.,  which  was  passed 
for  better  securing  the  freedom  of  elections  of  members 
to  serve  in  parliament.  But  the  mode  of  appointment 
in  the  present  case,  namely,  by  the  land  tax  commis* 
sioners,  entirely  excludes  the  mischief  contemplated. 
By  stat.  38  G.  3.  c,  48.  ss.  1.  and  2.  a  property  quali- 
fication was  required  for  the  office  of  commissioner  of 
the  land  tax,  and  by  a  subsequent  statute,  43  6.  3.  c.  99. 
5.  4.,  all  commissioners  of  taxes  are  required  to  have 
the  same  qualification  as  the  land  tax  commissioners. 
The  large  words  in  the  proviso  contained  in  the  second 
section  of  stat.  22  G.  3.  c.  41.  clearly  apply  in  a  case 

(a)  S  Lyd.  541.  (6)  2  Pedk.  116*. 


a>ckbum  (Kinglake  Seijt  with  him)  for  the  respond- 

The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  right. 

Xl:m^  disqualifying  clause  of  the  stat.  22  G.  S.  c.  41.  makes 

no      distinction  between  collectors  of  the   window  tax 

^irh^n  appointed  by  the  Crown,  and  those  appointed  by 

the   inhabitants  of  the  district.     Exemption  is  claimed 

for  the  appellant  under  sect.  2.,  and  if  persons  in  his 

situation  were  appointed  by  commissioners  of  the  land 

^<^3c,  they  certainly  would  not  be  disqualified.     But,  by 

^e  Stat.  43  G.  S.  r.  99.,  the  appointment  of  these  parties 

^^s  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  land  tax  commis- 

Moners  altogether.     A  new  set  of  commissioners  were 

dominated,  who  were  required  to  have  the  same  pro- 

P^^y  qualification  as  the  land  tax  commissioners,  but 

^ci*e  not  required  to  be  the  same  persons.     The  ma- 

^^ement  of  the  assessed  taxes  was  placed  under  the 

^ntroul  of  these  new  commissioners,  and  then,  by  a 

'*ter  act  of  the  same  session,  stat  43  G.  3.  c.  161.,  which 

• 

'''^posed  new  duties  on  windows  {inter  alia\  it  was  en- 
^cted  that  all  the  duties  thereby  granted  should  be 
'cvie^  under  the   provisions   of  the   former  act,  stat. 

*^  G.  S.  c.  99.     The  sixth  section  of  the  stat.  48  G.  3. 

^*  ^^1.  then  makes  the  commissioners  of  land  tax  ex 

R  3 
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like  the  present.  [Cresswell  J.  The  collectors,  although  1845. 
reo^iving  their  appointment  from  the  land  tax  commis-  ly^xK 
sioiri^rs,  appear  to  be  selected  by  the  persons  who  pay 
the  tax.  By  section  9.  of  the  stat  43  G.  3.  c.  99.,  the 
coixmxnissioners  are  to  appoint  assessors  from  the  in- 
hctbitants  of  the  district,  who  are  then  to  return  the 
na.rr&cs  of  persons  to  be  collectors,  and  by  section  12., 
th^  commissioners  are  to  appoint  collectors  out  of  the 
ies  so  returned.] 


OOUQH. 
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1845«  officio  commissioners  under  that  act,  provided  they  are 
jy^^^  duly  qualified  and  have  taken  certain  oaths.  A  party, 
therefore,  may  be  a  land  tax  commissioner,  but  be  can* 
not  be  a  commissioner  of  assessed  taxes  unless  be  has 
qualified  to  act  as  such.  Taking  the  statement  con- 
tained in  the  case  drawn  up  by  the  revising  barrister,  it 
is  submitted  that  the  warrant  and  appointment  there 
recited  was  made  by  two  gentlemen  in  their  capacity  of 
commissioners  of  assessed  taxes,  and  not  as  commis- 
sioners of  the  land  tax.  The  distinction  between  the 
two  sets  of  commissioners  was  pointed  out  by  Wilde 
Serjt.,  arguendo^  in  Collins  v.  Gwt/7ine.{a) 

Shee  Serjt.  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Tjndal  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  arises  under 
the  Stat.  22  G.  3.  c.  41.;  and  if  the  first  section  had 
been  the  only  section  in  the  act,  there  could  have  been 
no  doubt  whatever  that  the  appellant  would  have  been 
disqualified,  because  he  would  have  been  a  person  em- 
ployed as  a  collector  of  the  window  duties,  which  is  one 
description  of  the  disqualified  persons  enumerated  by 
that  section ;  but  then  comes  the  second  section,  which 
professes  to  create  an  exception  in  favour  of  certain 
persons,  and  to  take  them  out  of  the  range  of  the  ge- 
neral disqualification ;  and  the  question  b,  whether  the 
appellant  brings  himself  within  that  exception.  It  ap- 
pears to  me  that  he  does;  because  after  the  very 
general  words  useil  in  the  first  section,  the  second 
section  says  that  *^  nothing  in  the  act  contained  shall 
extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  person  or  per- 
sons by  reason  of  his  or  their  being  commissioners  of 
the  land  tax,  or  acting  under  the  appointment  of  the 

(a)  7  Bing.  425. 
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oovnmissioners  of  the  land  tax,  for  the  purpose  of  as-        1845. 
sensing,  levyiog,  collecting,  receiving^  or  managing  the         Byek 
land  tax."     Now  let  us  pause  for  a  moment  there.     If 
the     section  had  stopped  at  that  point,  the  appellant 
would  not  have  been  excepted  from  the  general  terms 
or  ctie  first  section,  unless  he  had  been  employed  by  the 
l&ncl  tax  commissioners  merely  for  the  purpose  of  col- 
leo^ing  the  land  tax ;  but  the  section  goes  on  to  say, 
'^  or  any  other  rates  or  duties  already  granted  or  im- 
posed, or  which  shall  be  hereafler  granted  or  imposed 
^y  authority  of  parliament."     Then,  on  looking  into  the 
acts  of  parliament  which  impose  other  duties,  we  find 
that,  the  collection  and  management  of  the  assessed  taxes 
have  been  placed  under  the  controul  of  the  land  tax 
^^iximissioners.     The  case  having  stated,  therefore,  that 
^be  appointment  of  the  appellant  was  made  under  the 
hancb  and  seals  of  two  of  the  commissioners  of  the  land 
^^^9  although  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  duties  of  a 
^iff^rent   nature  to  those  which  they  were  originally 

• 

mtetiJed  to  collect  and  manage,  it  appears  to  me  that 
^be  disqualification  never  existed  at  all.  If  we  were 
^  hold  otherwise,  we  should  put  a  very  strained  con- 
^truction  on  the  second  section,  in  order  to  disqualify 
^^  voter,  which  we  never  ought  to  do. 

AIaule  J.  The  voter  was  a  person  who,  at  common 
^^^»  would  have  had  a  right  to  vote,  but  it  is  said  that  his 
""■{^t  to  vote  is  taken  away  by  the  stat.  22  G.  3.  c.  41. 5.  1 . 
'^^  appears  to  me,  however,  that  the  appellant  is  not 
^ne  of  that  description  of  persons  to  whom  the  disfran- 
^■^ising  words  of  the  first  section  apply.  Then,  is  he 
^^franchised  by  any  subsequent  act?  The  stat.  43  G.  3. 
^*  ^9.  says  that  new  commissioners  shall  be  appointed 
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1845.  for  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  taxes,  but  it  does 
j^,^  not  make  any  provision  for  their  appointment ;  and  for  a 
very  good  reason,  namely,  because  before  that  act  came 
into  operation,  another  act  was  about  to  pass,  and  which 
did  pass  a  few  days  afterwards,  removing  the  difficulty 
which  would  have  ensued  if  cap.  99.  had  passed  without 
cap.  161.  That  latter  act  says,  in  effect,  that  the  com- 
missioners who  are  to  act  under  the  former  statute  are 
to  be  commissioners  of  the  land  tax.  Upon  the  whole 
state  of  legislation  on  this  subject,  it  appears  that  per- 
sons in  the  situation  of  the  appellant  were  not  disfran- 
chised at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  stat.  22  G.  3. 
c.  41.  They  could  not  be  appointed  at  that  time  by 
any  body  but  the  commissioners  of  the  land  tax;  nor 
could  they  have  been  so  appointed  at  any  time  since, 
because  from  that  time  downwards,  and  up  to  the  pre- 
sent time  continuously,  the  commissioners  of  land  tax 
have  been  the  commissioners  for  the  affairs  of  assessed 
taxes.  It  cannot  be  denied,  therefore,  that,  in  some 
sense,  the  words  of  the  second  section  of  the  stat. 
22  G.  3.  r.  41.  are  capable  of  comprehending  the  ap- 
pellant, and,  if  so,  they  should  be  understood  in  the 
largest  sense  of  which  they  are  capable,  if  there  be  no- 
thing to  shew  that  they  were  used  with  a  narrower 
signification.  I  think  it  clear,  therefore,  that  the  vote 
ought  to  have  been  allowed. 

Cresswell  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
second  section  of  the  stat.  22  6.  S.  c.  41.  clearly  saved 
the  vote  of  persons  in  the  situation  of  the  present  ap- 
pellant. That  section  refers  to  *' other  rates  or  duties 
already  granted  or  imposed,"  and  it  appears,  therefore, 
that  it  was  in  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature  at 
that  time  that  the  commissioners  of  land  tax  would  have 
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f)ower   to  collect  other  duties   besides   the  land  tax.         JS^S. 
The  subsequent  acts  enlarged  their  powers,  but  did  not         Byul 
affect  their  acts  as  commissioners  of  the  land  tax.  ^  ^' 

GOUOH. 

£rle  J.     At  the  time  of  the   passing  of  the   stat. 
G.  3.  c.  41.y  there  were  two  sets  of  officers  employed 
iri    cx>llecting  the  revenue,  one  class  deriving  their  ap- 
pointment from   the  people,  the  other,  salaried  officers 
^F^f^ointed   by  the  Crown,  and  supposed  to  be  incapable 
giving  an  impartial  vote.     The  disfranchising  enact- 
nts  of  the  first  clause  would,  therefore,  apply  to  the 
cers  appointed  by  the  Crown,  while  the  saving  in 
second  section  would  relieve  from  the  penalty  of 
^■-^franchisement  persons  elected  by  the  tax-paying  in- 
*^^l3itants  of  the  country.     So  the  matter  stood,  perfectly 
^^^ar  from  doubt,  until  the  stat.  4?3  G.  3.  c.  99.  and  c.  161. 
l^^L^sed ;  and  the  effect  of  these  two  acts,  taken  together, 
^^^ms  to  be,  that  the  collectors  of  the  window  duties 
^^rive  their  appointment  immediately  from  the  commis- 
sioners for  assessed  taxes,  but  mediately  from  the  com- 
^^issioners  of  land  tax.     It  appears  to  me  that  there  are 
i)ot  two  distinct  bodies  of  commissioners,  as  has  been 
Argued,  but  that  the  land  tax  commissioners  act  in  the 
capacity  of  commissioners  of  assessed  taxes,  in  the  dis- 
charge of  the  additional  functions  which  have  been  im- 
posed upon  them.      With   respect  to  Baxter   v.    The 
Overseers  of  Doncaster  (a),  which  will  be  decided  by  the 

(o)  Baxteb,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of  Donoasteb, 

Respondents. 

Tbu  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Perdotd  A.  Pickering,  Esq.,  the    Anesiors,  a» 

v^viiing  barrister  for  the  West  Riding  of  Torhhire.  well- as  col- 

lectors of  the 
window- tax,  have  a  right  to  vote,  being  appointed  by  Land  Tax  Commitaioners,  within  the 
meaning  of  sUt.  S2  G.  S.  c.41.  s,  2,,  and  staL  43  G,  S.  c.  99.  and  c.  161. 
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\S^5.       judgment  given  in  the  present  case,  it  is  to  be  observed, 

Dt«e         ^^^^  ^^^  office  of  collector  is  stated  to  be  compulsory, 

Q  ^'  when  the  appointment  is  made  by  the  commissioners  of 

At  the  revision  four  persons,  namely,  Joteph  Mar^attf  William  W6rk~ 
tnan,  John  iVtcAofo>n,  mnd  William  Gill,  were  objected  to,  upon  the  ground 
that  two  of  them  actually  were,  and  two  of  them  had  been  up  to  the  5th  of 
April,  1844,  collectors  or  assessors  of  the  assessed  taxes  (Mankall  and 
Workman  being  collectors,  and  NichoUon  and  Gill  assessors  of  those  taxes), 
and  that  all  of  them  were  consequently  disqualified  on  the  S  1st  day  of 
Jfi/y,  1844.     The  case  contained  the  following  statement :  — 

**  It  was  shewn  in  evidence,  that  the  respective  appointments  were  made 
by  the  local  commissioners  of  assessed  taxes,  the  names  of  two  persons  in 
every  township  being  annually  returned  to  the  said  commissioners,  who 
compel  the  parties  so  returned  to  take  the  office  upon  them. 

**  The  local  commissioners  of  assessed  taxes  are  selected  from  the  body 
of  the  land  tax  commissioners,  and  upon  their  appointment  to  act  as 
assessed  tax  commissioners,  they  take  an  oath  of  office  as  assessed  tax 
commissioners,  and  whilst  acting  as  commissioners  of  assessed  taxes  they 
srill  retain  their  character  of  commissioners  of  the  land  tax.** 

The  revising  barrister  decided  against  the  objection,  and  retained  the 
names  of  the  parties  on  the  list  of  voters. 

The  case  was  argued  (in  MickaBlma»  term,  November  S  1st)  by 

R,  C.  HiUfyard  for  the  appellant,  and 

Sir  G,  Lewin  for  the  respondents. 

The  Court  said,  that  as  there  were  other  cases  on  the  same  point,  they 
*would  defer  their  judgment ;  and  now 

Per  Curiam, 

Decision  affirmed. 

The  following  appeal  was  also  decided  on  the  same  day :  — 

CooPEB,  Appellant,  and  Habris,  Respondent 
(ClenishaVs  Case.) 

A  clerk  to  a         This  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of 

receiving  in*        HicAoe/ iVvmi^a«,  Esq. ,  the  revising  barrister  lor  the  borough  of  CSom- 
spector  of  taxes 

appointed  and     *'^*^- 

paid  by  the 

Treasury  under  stat.  1  &  2  ^.4.  c.  18.  s.  2.,  was  in  the  habit  of  assisting  the  inspector  in 

the  receipt  of  the  window  duties,  &c.     The  clerk  took  the  oath  for  collectors  or  officers  for 

receipt  under  the  Income  Tax  Act,  but  he  had  not  been  recognised  in  any  other  way  as  a 

public  officer,  and  his  salary  was  paid,  and  he  was  appointed  and  was  liable  to  be  discluirged 

by  the  inspector.     Held,  that  he  was  not  disqualified  by  the  stat.  22  G.  S.  c  41.  s.  1. 
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lancJ  tax,  which  would  be  an  additional  reason,  if  any  1845. 
vir&re  wanting,  for  coming  to  the  conclusion  that  persons  jy^^ 
tbtis  situated  were  never  intended  to  be  disfranchised. 


case  stated,  that  by  stat  I  &  2  ^.  4.  c.  18.  s,  2.,  it  was  enacted, 
^  *  'X'tBttt   in  Keu  and  in  the  place  of  the  ReceiTera  General  to  be  diicon- 
tiiiaa«<l  imder  this  act,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  com- 
missioners of  his  Majesty's  treasury  for  the  time  being  to  nominate  and 
appoint  from  time  to  time  such  of  the  persons  for  the  time  being  appointed 
to  ejK«<;ute  the  offices  and  duties  of  inspectors  of  taxes  to  be  officers  or  per- 
sons for  the  receipt  of  the  land-tax,  and  of  monies  payable  for  the  sale  and 
■redemption  thereof,  and  the  respective  rates  and  duties  of  assessed  taxes 
under    the  management  of  the  commissioners   for  the  affairs  of  taxes, 
^itliin  aud  for  such  counties,  districts,  and  circuits  of  receipt,  as  the  said 
comxnisaioners  of  the  treasury  shall  from  time  to  time  authorise  or  direct ; 
and  it  shall  also  be  lawful  for  the  said  last-named  commissioners  to  grant 
AQnusl  allowances  to  such  receiving  inspectors  as  a  remuneration  for  exe* 
cuting  and  performing  the  additional  duties  imposed  on  them  by  this  act, 
Aod  for  the  expence  of  a  clerk,  not  exceeding  on  an  average  the  sum  of 
^^^^^     for  such  remuneration,  and  a  like  average  sum  of  lOOL  for  such 


»• 


-^^toid  ClenithaWf  the  person  whose  vote  was  objected  to,  was  clerk  to  a 

'^^^I'V'iiig  inspector  of  taxes  appointed  under  the  above  enactment     He 

^**  ill  the  habit  of  assisting  the  receiving  inspector  in  the  receipt  of  the 

^^'^^o^  duties  and  other  taxes  from  the  collectors.     Before  the  passing  of 

^^  «t«t.  5  &  6  Vict,  c.  35.  (the  Income  Tax  Act)  he  had  taken  no  oath 

^  oQ^^ .  |^^^  gj^  ^^  passing  of  that  act,  he  took  the  oath  for  collectors 

^'^  ^^fficers  for  receipt  given  in  schedule  (F.)  annexed  to  that  act.     It 

PP^ATed  that  be  had  in  no  other  way  been  recognised  as  a  public  officer; 

^^^  bia  salary  was  fixed  and  paid,  and  that  he  was  appointed,  and  was 

^^'^    to  be  discharged,  by  the  receiving  inspector ;  and  that  sometimes 

>^^c«inng  inqiector  received  the  allowance  for  a  clerk  without  employing 

***y  one  at  all  in  that  capacity. 

^^  'Was  contended  that  Clenithaw  was  a  person  employed  in  collecting 
^^  duties  on  windows  or  houses,  and  therefore  rendered  incapable  of  voting 
^^  *^at.  22  C.  S.  c.  41.  s,  1.     The  revising  barrister  was  of  a  different 
^^*iiioi]y  and  retained  the  name  of  Clenithaw  on  the  list  of  voters. 

"^^    Gunning,    for  the  appellant  (Januart/   16.),  contended    that   the 

objected  to  camo  within  both  the  words  and  the  spirit  of  the  dis- 

^^^•^'ying  section  of  the  stat.  22  G  3.  c.  41.     Clenithaw  was  not  only 

ployed  to  collect  the  window  duties,  &c.,  but  he  received  a  salary  for 

*^S  so,  paid  out  of  funds  supplied  by  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury.     He 
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Dtse 

GOUOH. 


The  fourth  section  of  the  stat.  22  G.  S.  r.  41.  expressly 
provided  that  the  disqualifying  enactments  of  the  first 
section  should  not  apply  to  persons  who  chose  to  re- 
sign their  offices,  thereby  shewing  that  the  legislature 
could  not  mean  to  take  away  the  vote  of  a  man  who 
accepts  an  office  only  because  be  is  forced  to  take  it. 

Decision  reversed. 


was  alio  a  public  officer,  employed  under  tbe  Income  Tax  Act.  [Erie  J. 
It  appears  ^m  the  case,  that  the  party  is  appointed  at  the  option  of  the 
receiving  inspector  of  taxes,  and  may  be  dismissed  at  once.] 

Cur,  adbf,  vuk. 


The  Court  now  intimated  that  the  decision  must  be 


Affirmed. 


January  23.    Daniel,  Appellant,  and  CouLSTiNG,  Respondent. 


A  building  cal- 
culated for  a 
dwelling-house, 
and  which  had 
been  once  used 
as  sucby  was 
occupied  by  the 
tenant  in  pos- 
session partly 
for  warehousing 
goods,  and 
partly  for  a 
sale-room, 
some  of  the  up- 
stairs apart- 
ments being  let 
off  to  be  used 
as  workshops. 
Heldt  that  it 
was  properly 
described  in  the 
list  of  voters  as 
a  "  house,*' 
within  stift 
2  IT.  4.  c  45. 
«.  27. 


A  T  a  Court  held  before  John  Tyrrellj  Esq.,  the  bar- 
rister appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the 

city  of  Bristol^  James  Daniel  objected  to  the  name  of 
Henry  Fargus  being  retained  upon  the  householders' 
list  of  voters  in  the  parish  of  St.  Stephen. 

The  voters  qualification,  as  stated  upon  the  list,  was 
'^  house."  It  appeared  that  Fargus  rented  a  building, 
No.  4.  Clare  Street,  consisting  of  apartments,  once  used 
as  kitchens,  shop,  sitting-rooms,  and  bed-rooms,  and 
which  possessed  the  usual  conveniences  to  fit  it  for  a 
dwelling-house.  It  was,  in  fact,  every  way  calculated 
for  a  dwelling-house,  and  had  been  used  as  such ;  but 
Fargus  occupied  the  greater  portion  of  the  building  him- 
self, partly  for  warehousing  goods,  and  partly  for  a  sale- 
room, and  some  of  the  upstairs  apartments  not  so  occu- 


V. 

CouLSTma. 
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pi^cS,  be  let  off  to  be  used  as  workshops.     No  one  re-        1845. 
sid^^^d  upon  the  premises.  Damiil 

e  objection  was,  that  the  qualification  on  the  list 
lit  (o  have  been  *<  warehouse  and  shops."     It  was 
-Itended  on  the  other  side,  that  the  qualification  was 
fperly  described ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  **  more 
m^rly  and  accurately  defining  the  same/'  the  barristei 
s   requested  to  add  to  the  word  **  house"  the  words, 
ow  used  as  warehouse  and  shop."     The  barrister 
d^csided  that  the  premises,  No.  4.  Clare  Street,  being  to 
intents  and  purposes  a  ^*  house,**  though  not  now 
d  as  a  dwelling-house,  the  word  "  house  "  was  a  suf- 
cnt  description  of  the  qualification;  and  he  further 
ided,  that  if  it  should  be  necessary  to  make  the  pro- 
^ied  alteration,  he  bad  the  power  to  do  so,  and  he 
to  the  qualification  the  words  which  had  been 


"The  cases  of  six  other  parties  were  consolidated  with 
e  principal  case. 


Kinglake  Seijt  for  the  appellant     In  the  twenty- 
Tenth  section  of  the  Reform  Act  the  borough  fran- 
ise  is   conferred  in   respect  of  the  occupation  of  a 
house,   warehouse,   counting-house,   shop,    or  other 
liilding.''     The  word  ^^  house "  in  that  section  must 
^^erefore  mean  "  dwelling-house,"  which  the  building 
question  is  not,  but  a  '^  warehouse,"  and  it  should 
ave  been  so  described.     The  description  of  the  quali- 
ication  is  intended  to  operate  as  a  notice  to  all  persons 
^2oQcemed,  and  the  party  on  the  list  must  stand  or  fall 
^y  that  description.     In  Elsmore  v.  The  Inhabitants  of 
•Sf.  Briavells  (a),  a  building  intended  for,  and  constructed 

(a)  S  B.^C.  461. 
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1845.  as,  a  dwelling-house^  but  which  had  not  been  completed 
jv^j^j^j^  or  inhabited,  and  in  which  the  owner  had  deposited 
straw  and  agricultural  implements,  was  held  not  to  be 
a  house,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat.  9  G.  1.  r.  22. 
8.  7.  ICresswell  J.  It  was  conceded,  in  the  argument 
in  that  case,  that  it  was  not  a  house  within  the  meaning 
of  that  statute,  because  burglary  could  not  have  been 
committed  in  it]  In  SweetmarCs  Case  (a),  which  was 
decided  under  the  seventh  section  of  the  Irish  Reform 
Act,  and  in  which  the  notice  of  registry  was  out  of  a 
"  counting-house  and  stores,"  Crampton  J.,  in  deliver- 
ing judgment,  said,  '^  The  claimant  who  means  to  re- 
gister out  of  a  separate  building  must  elect  the  term 
b}'  which  that  building  is  to  be  designated,  and  so 
describe  it  in  his  notice."  It  is  submitted,  further, 
that  the  misdescription  of  the  qualification  was  not 
one  which  the  revising  barrister  had  power  to  correct, 
under  the  stat.  6  Vict*  c.  18.  s.  40. 

Biitt^  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  qualification  of  the 
party  objected  to  was  properly  described.  The  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  building  particularised  in  the  case 
does  or  does  not  constitute  a  **  house "  within  the 
meaning  of  the  stat.  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  s,  27.  That  section 
confers  the  franchise,  on  certain  conditions,  on  every  male 
person  who  shall  occup}%  within  any  city  or  borough, 
as  owner  or  tenant,  "  any  house,  warehouse,  counting- 
house,  shop,  or  other  building."  There  is  not  a  word 
in  the  act  of  parliament  which  requires  that  the  "  house'* 

(a)  Alcock's  R,  a  27. 


VIII.  VICTORIA.  2SS 

shall  be  B  <<  dwelling-hoose ; "  all  that  is  said  is,  that  it  1845. 
shall  be  a  house.  Now  I  must  say  that  it  appears  to  DAimtL 
me  impossible  to  read  the  description  of  this  buildinir  _  ^- 
without  seeing  that  it  is,  strictly  and  properly,  a  house. 
It  ifirwt^  formerly  used  as  a  dwelling-house ;  it  is  divided 
into  apartments,  and  with  very  little  trouble  it  may  be 
osed  as  a  dwelling-house  again.  It  must  have  had  four 
walls,  a  door,  a  roof  to  keep  out  the  elements,  and 
chiEm:ieys  to  make  it  habitable.  It  has,  therefore,  all 
that,  is  necessary  to  make  it  a  house^  and  in  common 
pav^Iainioe  it  would  be  a  house.  Is  there  any  other  word 
in  tti«  section  under  which  it  might  be  more  properly 
described?  If  it  had  been  described  as  a  warehouse,  the 
ob|«ot.ion  would  be  that  part  only  of  the  whole  was  so 
used^  the  other  part  being  occupied  as  a  sale-room. 
Nei tiler  is  it  a  counting-house  or  shop,  nor  would  it 
fall  ^^rithin  the  description  "  other  building,"  which  is 
^^^^^^^9^  generalissimum^  including  all  those  buildings 
whioli  are  not  specifically  enumerated.  It  seems  to 
^^9  t.herefore,  that  the  building  in  question  is  properly 
^^'l^d  a  house,  as  it  would  throw  infinite  difficulty  in 
the  '^ray  of  establishing  a  right  to  vote,  if  the  claimant 
"^'SHt  be  called  upon  to  prove  the  precise  manner  in 

^*^li  hb  house  is  used.     Besides,  all  that  the  act  says 

'^     ^liat  he  shall  occupy^  not  that  he  shall  dweU  in,  a 

^^«.      Suppose  a  party  chose  to  let  his  house  to  a 

^^^^^tii^  society,  it  would  not  cease  to  be  a  house  on 

^^     account.     The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 

^^^  be  affirmed,  and  with  costs. 

^RESSWKLL  J.  {a)    There  is  not  the  least  pretence 
^  t.lie  objection  to  the  description  of  the  party's  quali- 

(a)  Maule  J.  was  absent. 
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1845.        fication.     The  stat.  2  fV.  4.  c»  45.  s.  27*  gives  the  right 
r  of  voting  in  respect  of  the  occupation   of  a  "  house, 

^'  warehouse,   counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building." 

Then,  when  the  overseers  make  out  the  list  of  persons 
entitled  to  vote  as  occupiers,  they  are  required  to  state 
therein  the  nature  of  each  occupier's  qualification. 
Here  they  have  stated  it  to  be  a  house.  It  is  said  that 
^'  house  ^  means,  in  this  act,  *'  dwelling-house ; "  but  I  do 
not  see  any  thing  in  the  statute  to  support  that  position. 
In  the  case  of  Elsmore  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Bria^ 
veils  (a),  the  question  before  the  Court  turned  upon 
the  meaning  of  the  stat.  9  G.  I.e.  22.,  which  did  not 
create  any  new  offence ;  and  as  the  building  in  that 
case  was  not  completed  or  inhabited,  and  therefore  was 
not  a  house  in  respect  of  which  burglary  or  arson  could 
be  committed,  the  Court  held  that  it  was  not  a  house 
within  the  meaning  of  that  statute.  That  decision, 
therefore,  is  no  authority  in  the  present  case. 

Erle  J.  If  any  person  who  uses  the  English  Ian* 
guage  in  its  ordinary  meaning,  were  to  see  this  building 
at  No.  4.  Clare  Street^  with  its  kitchens,  bedrooms,  and 
the  usual  conveniences  necessary  for  a  dwelling-house, 
he  could  not  hesitate  to  describe  it  as  a  house.  It  is 
said  that  because  it  is  not  a  *'  dwelling-house,"  it  loses 
the  meaning  of  a  **  house,"  but  I  am  of  a  different 
opinion.  If  a  man  had  to  find  out  No.  4.  Clare  Streeif 
Bristol^  the  term  ^^  house  "  would  be  much  more  likely 
to  direct  his  inquiry,  than  if  the  building  were  described 
as  a  "  warehouse "  or  "  shop,"  or  by  any  other  de- 
signation. 

Decision  afiitmed,  with  costs,  (b) 

(a)  8  J9.  4*  C.  461.  (6)  See  Nunn  w.  DenUmy  mnte,  p.  178. 
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WAjmiT,  Appellant,  and  Pbrkiks,  Respondent.    Jomimyss. 

(Quiglby's  Case.) 


IS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  The  note  at 

the  foot  of  Um 

ZThomas  James  Arnold^  ^E^*9  the  barrister  appointed  form  No.  la 
to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Londofu  uineiel/to 

H€Aeri  Thomas  Perkins^  who  was  on  the  list  of  free-  fp^^li  dnlj'to 
men  of  London  and  liverymen  of  the  Company  of  Patten  ^JJ|!I^J^ 
Makers,  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  ****  oftntm 

unertquired  to 

««  city  of  London^  objected  to  the  name  of  Patrick  m«ke  out  two 

/%.  •  .  ,  ,        t»  li»ti  of  TOten ; 

H!*igley  being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  so  and  the  note 

*  rm  ft  *  t  -Tk       •»,#%•»  cioet  not  apply 

w  Tote.     The  name  of  the  said  Patrick  Qmgley  was  in  at  all  to  form 
the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  published  by  the      Th«^of«, 


in 


OTersecrs  of  the  parish  of  5/.  Anne  and  5/.  AgneSj  in  the  ^^^^^^l^^ 
mA  city.  °°^y  °^®  ^' 

^  the  listof 

The  notice  of  objection  by  the  said  R.  T.  Perkins^  houieholden  in 

their  own  pa- 

^nich  had  been  duly  served  upon  the  said  overseers,  was  nih,  a  notice  of 

g,  objection  to  the 

■I  follows :  —  overseen  need 

^  To  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Anne  and  lut  to  which 
».  Agnes,  in  the  city  of  London.  iSeS^ 

*  I  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  object  to  the  name  ^^^^  ^*" 
^Patrick  Quigley  being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  P*^  objected 
totaled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  city 
^I'Omdon.     Dated  this  16th  day  of  August,  1844. 
(Signed)  '*  Robert  Thomas  Perkins,  No.  11. 

Meredith  Street,  Clerkenwell,  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  Company 
of  Patten  Makers." 

^    I.  8 
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1845.  And  the  notice  of  objection,  which  was  duly  served 

Waksit       upon  the  said  P.  Quigley^  was  as  follows :  — 

FxRxiNs.  «  To  Mr.  Patrick  Quiglei/j  6.  Four  Dove  Court. 

(QuiGLBT*f 

Cue.)  **  I  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  name 

being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in 
the  election  of  members  for  the  city  of  London.  Dated 
this  16th  day  o(  August,  1844. 

(Signed)  '' Bobert  Thomas  Perkins,  No.  II. 

Meredith  Street,  Clerkenwett,  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  Company 
of  Patten  Makers." 

It  was  objected  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  Patrick 
Quigley^  that  the  said  notices  of  objection  were  insuf-» 
ficient,  and  that  he  was  not  called  upon  to  prove  that 
he  was  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  said 
list ;  and  it  was  contended,  that  as  in  the  city  of  London 
there  were  lists  of  freemen  and  liverymen  as  well  as. 
lists  of  parties  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  a  property 
qualification,  and  also  that  there  were  as  many  lists  of 
such  last-mentioned  parties  made  out  by  the  overseers, 
as  there  were  parishes  in  the  said  city,  the  notice  of 
objection  served  upon  the  overseers  should  have  specified 
the  list  to  which  the  objection  referred,  pursuant  to  th^ 
note  at  the  foot  of  the  form  No.  10.  in  the.  Schedule  (B) 
annexed  to  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18. ;  and  that  the  notice 
served  upon  the  said  P.  Quigley  should  in  like  manner 
have  specified  such  list ;  as,  although  the  said  note  was 
not  in  fact  appended  to  the  form  No.  11.  in  the  said 
Schedule  (B),  it  must  be  considered  its  applicable  thereto. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the 
said  R.  71  Perkins  that  the  said  note  applied  only  to 
cities  or  boroughs  where  the  overseers  had  to  make  out 
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ttore  than  one  list  or  set  of  lists  of  voters ;  as,  for  ex- 
ample, where  they  had  to  make  out  lists  of  householders 
and  of  all  other  persons  (except  freemen)  entitled  to  vote 
by  virtue  of  any  other  right  (under  sect.  1 S.  of  the  said 
>^iite) ;  and  as  the  lists  of  freemen  and  liverymen  were 
made  out  by  the  clerks  of  the  respective  companies 
(OQder  sect.  20.  of  the  same),   the  overseers  having 
nothing  to  do  therewith,  and  as  the  notice  was  ad- 
dressed to   the  overseers  of  the  particular  parish  in 
which  the  property  was  situated,  that  they,  the  said 
overseers,  could  not  have  been  misled  by  the  notice  in 
question :   and,  further,  that  there  was  no  necessity  to 
consider  the  said  note  as  applicable  to  the  form  No.  ]  1. 
io  the  said  Schedule  (B)  which  had  been  strictly  fol- 
towed. 

Ilie  revising  barrister  decided  that  each  of  the  said 

notices  of  objection  was  sufficient;  being  of  opiniorf, 

also,  that  if  he  rejected  the  said  notice  of  objection,  and 

did  not  require  the  said  P.  Qutgley  to  prove  that  he  was 

entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  said  list  of 

voters,  and  there  had  been  an  appeal  from  such  de- 

cisioD,  and  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  reversed 

such  decision,  it  would  have  been  too  late  to  require  the 

^  A  Qidgley  to  prove  that  he  was  so  entitled ;  and  if 

the  Coart  had  ordered  the  name  of  the  said  P.  Qutgley 

to  be  expunged  from  the  said  list,  he  would  have  had 

^  opportunity  to  prove  that  he  was  so  entitled.     The 

KTtting  barrister,  therefore,  required  it  to  be  proved 

^  the  said  P.  Qsdgley  was  entitled  to  have  his  name 

• 

^'^rted  in  the  said  Ibt  of  voters ;  and  the  same  not 
^mg  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  revising 
'^^ister,  he  expunged  the  name  of  the  said  P.  Qutgley 
^^  the  Ibt.    If  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  should 
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lS4f5.  be  of  opinion  that  either  of  the  said  notices  of  objection 
Wanset  ^^^  insufficient,  the  name  of  the  said  P.  Quigley  was  to 
Pbrkini.       ^^  restored  to  the  said  list. 

(Qdiglbt'^  The  case  contained  a  further  statement,  reciting  that 
Perkins  also  objected  to  four  persons,  whose  names  were 
retained  by  the  barrister  upon  the  list  of  voters ;  that  in 
each  of  these  four  cases  the  validity  of  the  notices  of 
objection  depended  upon  the  same  point  of  law  as  be- 
fore stated ;  but  it  was  proved  that  eaoh  of  the  four 
persons  so  objected  to  was  entitled  to  have  bis  name 
inserted  in  the  list  of  voters ;  that  it  appeared  to  the 
barrister  that  the  objections  were  groundless,  and  that  he 
had  made  orders  on  Perkins  for  the  payment  of  the  costs 
of  each  of  the  parties ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  said 
orders  for  the  payment  of  costs  should  be  suspended 
and  abide  the  event  of  the  appeal,  unless  the  .Court  of 
Common  Pleas  should  otherwise  direct,  (a) 

Jlf.  Z).  Hill  (Wordmorth  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
In  the  first  place,  there  can  be  no  reason  why  the  orders 
for  the  payment  of  costs  should  have  been  suspended. 
{Erie  3.  That  is  not  the  point  reserved  for  our  con- 
sideration. We  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter  at 
present]  Then  it  is  submitted  that  both  notices  of  ob- 
jection are  bad.  The  notice  of  objection  sent  to  the 
party  objected  to,  being  of  greater  importance,  may  be 
considered  first.  No  good  ground  can  be  shewn  for 
conferring  upon  county  voters  greater  privil^es  than 
are  enjoyed  by  those  who  have  the  borough  franchise ; 
yet  the  form  No.  5.,  Schedule  (A),  given  by  the  stat. 
6  VicL  c  18.,  makes  it  necessary  to  specify,  where  a 

(a)  See  6  Fid,  c  18.  t,  46. 
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noti^  of  objiection  is  given  to  a  coanty  voter,  the  name 
of     Clie  parish  list  of  voters   to  which   the   objection 
Applies,  (a)     In  the  present  case,  the  notice  to  the  party 
no  information  of  the  kind.     The  respondent  has 
pi^  the  form  given  in   Schedule  (B)   No.  ll.(b)f 
^^hic^h  runs  thus:  ''I  object  to  your  name  being  re* 
on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,*'  &c» 
at  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  '<  tke  list  ?**    There 
is  in  every  parish  a  list  of  householders,  and  therefore 
^ere  must  be  a  great  number  of  lists  in  the  city  of 
^^^^'9zdon.     It  appears  from  the  Fire  Act,  22  Car,  2.  c.  1 1. 
"•  69,  63.,  that  in  the  city  of  London  there  are  no  less 
^H&n  fifty-one  parishes,  for  each  of  which  a  list  of  10/. 
^H^oopiers  must  be  made  out;  and  there  are  also  numer- 
ous   companies  of  liverymen,  the  lists  for  which  are 
uired  to  be  made  out  by  the  clerks  of  the  respective 


1845. 


(«)  The  form  is  at  follows :  — 

•A^olior  of  lAJKi&im  to  be  given  to  parties  objected  to  by  any  person  other 
OTurssen,  and  to  the  occupying  tenant  of  the  qualifying  property. 

To  Mr.  of 

C-Aiv*  mmti  tke  name  and  place  rf  abode  of  the  penon  ohjeeted  to  ae 
^••csafarf  in  tke  Set  i  and  in  tke  eate  qf  notice  to  tke  tenant  of  the  qtuUifying 
P'^'^pmitjf  inmrt  hit  name  and  piace  of  abode  at  deteribtd  in  tke  Htt,] 
*^^m  notice.  That  I  object  to  your  name  [in  tke  notice  to  tke  tenant,  in* 
*'*il  ^  tke  wordt  **  your  name,**  intert  tke  name  oftkeperton  objected  (o] 
^**^K  retatncd  in  the  [kere  intert  tke  name  of  tke  paritK]  list  of  voters  for 
^  Coanty  of  [or  for  the  Riding,  &c.] 

Sated  this  day  of  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and    -   • 

(Signed)  a.  i.  of  [ptoee  of  abode'\  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the 

(^)  6  VkL  e.  18.  t,  17.    The  form  of  notice  prescribed  is  asfolbws :  — 

Warm  if  Notice  tf  QH^jettion  to  be  given  to  Partiet  ol^fected  to, 

ToBfr. 

mnr  give  you  notice.  That  I  object  to  your  name  being  retained  on 
^ut  of  persoot  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  [or  a  member] 
dty  [or  borough]  of  .     Dated  this  day  of 

<Signed)  a.  b.  of  [place  of  tAode],  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
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companies.  The  list,  therefore,  mentioned  in  the  notice 
does  not  apply  to  any  general  list.  The  seventeenth 
section  of  the  Registration  of  Voters  Act,  which  requires 
the  notices  of  objection  to  be  given,  says  that  the  party 
objecting  may  object  to  any  person  as  not  entitled  to 
have  his  name  inserted  *^  in  any  list  of  voters  for  the 
same  city  or  borough  ;**  and  the  word  ^^any"  was  pro- 
bably considered  equivalent  to  the  word  ^  the^^  which  is 
the  word  inserted  in  the  form  No.  1 1.  But  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  form  is  too  general.  The  voter  ought 
to  know  to  what  particular  list  the  objector  refers. 
He  may  have  qualifications  in  respect  of  the  occupation 
of  premises  of  a  10/.  value,  in  as  many  as  ten  different 
parishes.  [CressnneU  J.  It  is  enough  if  he  proves  a 
good  qualification  in  one  parish.]  He  must  come  pre- 
pared to  prove  that  all  are  good,  because  he  cannot 
learn,  from  the  form  in  which  the  notice  of  objection  is 
framed,  which  qualification  it  may  be  intended  to  dis- 
pute ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  a  valid  qualifica- 
tion will  always  be  allowed  by  the  revising  barrister. 
The  form  No.  10.,  Schedule  (B)  (a),  is  the  first  form 
given  in  the  schedule  of  notices  of  objection  in  cities  or 

(a)  Tlie  follovriDg  is  the  form  referred  to :  — 

Notice  of  Otjecivm, 
To  the  overseers  of  the  parish  \ot  township]  of  [or  to  the  town 

clerk  of  the  city,  or  borough]  of  [or  otherwise,  a$  the  cote  majf  be"], 

I  HiRiBT  give  you  notice,  That  I  object  to  the  name  of  being 

retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  TOte  in  the  election  of  a  member 
[or  members]  for  the  city  [or  borough]  of  .     Dated  this  day 

of 

(Signed)  a.  b.  of  [jplace  of  abode']  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  pariah 

of 

Note, If  more  than  one  list  of  voters,  the  notice  of  objection  should 

specify  the  list  to  which  the  objection  refers ;  and  if  the  list  contains 
two  or  more  persons  of  the  same  name,  the  notice  should  distinguish 
the  person  intended  to  be  objected  to. 
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borons  ghs,  and  the  note  at  the  foot  of  it  must  have  been 

intei^^ed  to  apply  to  form  No.  11.    ITindal  C.  J.   You 

ooDt^sd  that  a  difficulty  is  thrown  in  the  way  of  the 

TOtex*    who  has  more  than   one  qualification,  because, 

wbena.    be  receives  the  notice  of  objection  directed  to 

himself  as  the  party  objected  to,  he  cannot  know,  from 

the  form  of  words  there  used,  to  what  list  the  objection 

applies.    But  by  the  eighteenth  section  of  the  stat^ 

6  V£cL  c.  18.  the  overseers  are  required  to  publish  a  list 

of  the  persons  objected  to,  and  that  would  give  him  all 

the  information  which  he  wanted.]     It  is  submitted  that 

^  c>ugbt  not  to  be  compelled  to  go  about  from  parish 

to  t>a.rish,  examining  the  lists  on  all  the  church-d6ors, 

• 

m  OT^er  to  find  out  the  list  in  which  his  name  is  ob- 
J^c^^ed  tOb     [Erk  J.    He  need  only  go  to  the  parishes 

• 

m  ^rliich  be  has  qualifying  property.]  It  is  more  rea- 
'^^ble  that  the  name  of  the  parish  should  be  inserted 
^  ^lie  form.  [TiWo/CJ.  It  may  be  more  reason- 
^^  ;  but  the  question  is,  whether  the  act  requires  it. 

^^  di£BcuIty  thrown  in  the  voter's  way  by  the  omission 

• 

^^ot  one  that  overwhelms  a  man.]  Under  the  Reform 
^^^  no  notice  was  required  to  be  given  to  the  party 
^^cted  to,  in  boroughs,  but  merely  to  the  overseers. 
"^^  l^islature  has  now  directed  that  notice  shall  be 
P^^n  to  the  party  himself,  and  it  must  have  been  in- 
^^*^ded  that  such  a  notice  should  convey  all  proper  in-* 
fot-onation.  In  Tudball  v.  The  Town  Clerk  of  Bristol  (a) 
tb^  decision  of  the  Court  proceeded  upon  the  ground 
th^^^  the  voter  ought  not  to  be  put  to  unnecessary^incon- 
veriience  by  too  strict  an  adherence  to  the  form  which  is 
wotv  in  question.     ITindal  C.  J.    The  seventeenth  sec- 
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tion  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  says,  that  the  notice  to  the 
overseers  shall  be  given  "  according  to  the  form  nam- 
bered(10.)   in   the  said  Schedule  (B)|  or  to  the  like 
effect;^  but  the  latter  words  do  not  occur  when  the 
form  (No.  11.)  is  mentioned.]    Nothing  can  be  more 
unsafe,  in  general,  than  to  rely  on  the  forms  given  in 
acts  of  parliament.     In  many  cases  of  convictions  before 
magistrates,  for  instance,  the  convictions  have  been  held 
bad,  although  the  form  given  in  the  act  of  parliameiit 
has  been  exactly  followed.    In  the  notice  of  objection 
to  parties  inserted  in  the  list  of  the  livery,  the  form 
of  which  is  given  in  Schedule  (C)  No.  4.,   under  the 
twentieth  section  of  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  the  name  of  the  com- 
pany  to  which  the  party  objected  .to  assumes  to  belong 
is  mentioned,  so  that,  in  that  instance  at  least,  all  the 
information  is  supplied  which  he  could  reasonably  re* 
quire.     But,  it  is  submitted,  that  is  not  the  case  with 
respect  to  form  No.  11.  Schedule  (B).     With  regard  to 
the  notice  of  objection  given  to  the  overseers,  it  most 
be  conceded  that  the  heading  is  good,  as  it  indicates  the 
parish  in  which  the  qualification  of  the  party  objected 
to  lies ;  but  where  there  are  extra-parochial  places,  like 
the  Temple  in  the  city  of  London^  the  overseers  may 
have  to  make  out  more  than  one  list  (a),  and  the  notice, 
therefore,  given  to  the  overseers  should  have   been 
more  precise  in  its  terms.     lErle  J.    It  is  not  stated 
in  the  case  that  there  b  more  than  one  list  in  any 
parish,  and  therefore  we  cannot  take  judicial  notice  of 
the  fact.] 


(a)  See  6  Vkt,  c  18.  i.  S9.  It  is  not  prorided,  bowcrer,  ibtA  the  ow» 
leera  shall  make  out  separata  lists ;  and  it  should  rather  sn  in,  that  onl j 
one  list  was  intended  to  be  made  for  the  parish  and  the  extra-parochial 

pi. 
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.^lumfiry  (with  whom  was  Ortwe)^  eoniri.    There  is 
^Ki^   one  list  made  out  by  the  overseers  of  each  parish  in 
foil.    In  other  cities  or  boroughs,  where  there  are 
rights  of  voting,  the  overseers  are  required,  by 
^*^^    thirteenth  section  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  to  make 
two  lists ;  one  being  a  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote 
OL  occupiers,  the  other  a  list  of  all  other  persons 
^^^^^^!ept  freemen)  entitled  to  vote  by  virtue  of  any  other 
^^S^t    But  in  London  there  are  only  two  classes  of 
^^^'^'sons  who  possess  the  franchise,  viz.  the  10/.  house- 
^^^Iders,  and  those  who  are  entitled  to  vote  as  freemen 
^^d  liverymen ;  for  whose  registration  special  provision 
^^  made  by  the  twentieth  section  of  the  statute.    The 
iMuty  objected  to  has,  therefore,  all  the  information 
^hich  is  necessary,  or  which  is  required  to  be  given  by 
the  statote.    It  is  contended  that  the  note  at  the  bottom 
of  the  form  No.  10.  Schedule  (B)  must  have  been  in* 
tended  to  apply  to  No.  11.  also;  but  in  a  notice  ad- 
dressed to  the  party  himself,  it  cannot  be  necessary  to 
^distinguish  the  person  intended  to  be  objected  to.^ 
The  corresponding  forms,  Nos.  4  and  5*  Schedule  (€)» 
which  relate  to  the  liverymen  of  London^  are  inverted  in 
CNrder;  and  it  cannot  be  contended  that  the  note  at  the 
bottom  of  No.  5.,  similar  to  that  at  the  foot  of  No.  10. 
Schedule  (B),  has  relation  to  the  form  No.  4.    In  IStd* 
ball  v.  Tike  Town  Clerk  of  Bristol  {a)  the  objector  mis- 
described  himself,  by  following  the  form  given  in  the 
act  too  closely,  and  thus  the  party  objected  to  might 
have  been  misled :  but  that  is  not  the  case  here. 
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make  the  required  alteration  in  the  form,  by  adding^ 
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after  the  woMs  *'  I  object  to  your  name  being  retained 
on  ihe  Ibt  of  persons,"  the  words  ^^Jbr  the  pariih  of 
**— •,  entitled  to  vote,"  &c 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  objection  in  this  case  is,  that  the 
notices  of  objection  which  have  been  served  by  the  re« 
spondent  do  not  exhibit  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
requisites  of  the  stat*  6  FicL  c,  18.     It  appears  to  me, 
liowever,  that  the  notices  were  fully  sufficient.     The 
difficulty  complained  of,  with  respect  to  the  notice  of 
objection  served  upon  the  party  objected  to^  is,  that  as 
the  notice  does  iK>t  specify  the  particular  parish   in 
which  the  qualification  objected  to  was  situated,  and  in- 
asmuch as  the  party  claiming  to  vote  may  have  various 
qualifications  within  the  city,  in  difi*erent  parishes,  it 
imposes  upon  him  a  difficulty  in  discovering,  in  respect 
of  which  particular  qualification  the  objection  is  made. 
I  admit  that  there  is  some  difficulty  thrown  upon  the 
voter  in  the  case  supposed,  and  that  if  the  notice  of 
objection  were  shaped  in  the  form  suggested  by  Mr. 
mily  that  difficulty  would  be  removed.     But,  what  we 
have  to  consider  is,  whether,  as  the  law  now  stands, 
such  an  alteration  in  the  form  be  necessary.     It  is  clear 
that  no  difficulty  of  the  kind  suggested  can  occur  in 
respect  of  tlie  notice  to  the  overseers,  where  they  have 
lo  make  out  only  one  list,  because  that  notice  can  only 
apply  to  the  qualification  situate  in  the  parish  of  which 
they  are  overseers.     And  although  there  may  be  some 
difficulty  in  the  case  of  a  notice  directed  to  the  party 
himself,  the  difficulty  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  very 
great.     In  the  first  place,  the   party  knows   in   what 
Irishes  his  houses  or  other  qualifications  are  situat^. 
Further,  the  stat.  6  Vict,  c.l8.  5.24.  requires  that  the 


VIII.  VICTORIA. 


Si5 


enoDS  objected  to  shall,  after  publication  by  the 
"s,  remain  fixed  for  a  period  including  two  con< 
Sundays  at  the  least  in  some  conspicuous  place 
:  was  originally  put  up.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
iat  difficulty  imposed  upon  the  party  receiving  a 
f  objection  to  his  right  to  vote,  because  he  may 
one  inquiries  of  the  objector,  or  he  may  go  him- 
he  church-door,  or  send  a  friend  to  see  whether 
action  be  made  to  him  in  respect  of  his  qualifi-* 
d  any  particular  parish.  Tlie  question,  however, 
re  are  to  determine  is  this,  —  has  thb  notice  of 
n  been  given  in  compliance  with  the  act  of  par- 
?  Before  the  stat.  6  Vid,  e.  18.  there  was  no 
y  in  boroughs  to  give  any  notice  to  the  party 
I  to;  it  was  sufficient  if  a  notice  of  objection  was 
ipon  the  overseers.  When  that  statute  passed, 
bought  but  right  that  a  party  objected  to  in  a 
borough  should  stand  on  the  same  footing  as  the 
r  a  county ;  and  as  the  county  voter  was  entitled 
a  notice  of  objection  addressed  to  him  person- 
was  considered  that  the  voter  for  a  city  or 
1  ought  to  have  the  same  privilege.  The  seven-* 
lection  of  the  statute,  therefore,  provides,  **  That 
erson  whose  name  shall  have  been  inserted  in 
of  voters  for  any  city  or  borough  may  object  to 
er  person  as  not  having  been  entitied  on  the  last 
Jidy  next  preceding  to  have  his  name  inserted  in 
of  voters  for  the  same  city  or  borough;^  and 
ler  requiring  that  a  notice  shall  be  given  to  tb^ 
rs  who  have  made  out  the  list  in  which  the 
r  the  person  objected  to  is  inserted,  it  goes  on  to 
knd  every  person  so  objecting  shall  also  give  op 
3  be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person  ob- 


1845. 

V. 

(QoiaLST*t 

Cbm.) 


S46 


HILARY  TERM, 


1845. 


Wawskt 

PimBni. 

(Quiaunr*! 
Gue.) 


jected  to,  as  stated  in  the  said  list,  a  notice  according  ta 
the  form  numbered  (11.)  in  the  said  schedule  (B)." 
Then,  when  we  look  at  the  notice  of  objection  given  ta 
the  party  in  this  case,  it  is  in  exact  and  strict  conformi^ 
with  the  form  No.  11.  Schedule  (B.),  which  the  statute 
requires  to  be  followed.  But  it  is  objected,  that  there 
is  a  note  at  the  foot  of  the  form  No.  10.,  which  virtually 
applies  itself  to  the  form  No.  1 1«,  and  that  as,  where 
there  ace  several  lists,  the  notice  of  objection  to  the 
overseers  must  specify  the  list  to  which  the  objection 
refers ;  so,  by  analogy,  where  a  party  has  several  qualifi- 
cations, the  objector  should  state  in  his  notice  to  the 
person  objected  to  the  name  of  the  parish  in  which  his 
alleged  defective  qualification  is  situate.  But  to  this 
objection  I  answer  that  it  is  most  clear  from  the  manner 
in  which  the  form  No.  11.  is  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
that  there  is  no  power  in  any  court  of  law  to  draw  an 
analogy  from  the  form  No.  10.  In  the  former  act  of 
parliament,  stat.  2  IV.  4.  c.  45.,  which  gave  a  form  of 
notice  to  the  overseers,  there  was  no  such  note  at  the 
foot ;  now,  for  the  first  time,  a  notice  is  required  to  be 
given  to  the  person  objected  to,  and  the  legislature  ap- 
pends the  note  to  the  form  No.  10.,  and  not  to  the  form 
No.  11.  Unless,  therefore,  we  could  take  upon  our- 
selves, not  to  declare  the  law,  but  to  make  it,  as  we 
might  think  most  expedient,  we  have  no  right  to  require 
an  objector  to  follow  a  difierent  form  from  that  which  is 
pointed  out  by  the  statute.  I  think  that  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  was  right,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


Cresswell  J.  (a)     I  am  of  the  same  opinion*    The 
notice  of  objection   has  followed  the  precise  form   of 


(a)  Mauk  J.  was  abtent. 
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^vrords   required   to  be   used   by  the  statute.    It  is  a        1845* 
safe  rulci  in  construing  acts  of  parliamenti  to  look  at       ^ 
the  words  of  the  act,  and  to  construe  them  in    their 
ordinary  sense,  unless  such  a  construction  would  lead  to    <QoiauTii 
some  manifest  absurdity  or  injustice.     It  is  not  for  us  to 


T. 


ly    whether  a  form   of  notice   might  not  have  been 
framed  which  would  have  given  a  greater  amount  of 
information.      It  is  enough,   however,   that  the  form 
*which  appears  in  the  schedule  does  not  lead  to  any 
manifest  absurdity;  nor  do  I  think  that  it  leads  to  injus- 
'tice.      It  is  said,  that  it  leads  to  hardship ;  that  may  be 
sOy  but  not  to  so  much  hardship  as  to  require  us  to 
depart  from  the  plain  words  of  a  statute.     But  what  is 
'tike  hardship  in  this  case  ?    When  the  party  is  objected 
^i>  as  an  occupier,  he  has  nothing  more  to  do  than  to  go 
JTOund  to  the  different  parishes  in  which  his  qualifications 
.ore  situate,  and  see  to  which  of  them  it  is  that  the  ob* 
jection  applies.     If  he  has  claimed  in  different  parishes, 
lie  must  go  to  them  all,  and  see  whether  his  name  is 
.inserted  or  omitted  in  the  list  of  persons  claiming  to 
^ote.     Again,  he  may  go  before  the  revising  barrister, 
^uid  prove  any  one  of  his  different  qualifications;  and  if 
lie  can  prove  one  out  of  the  number,  that  will  be  suflB- 
^ient  to  entide  him  to  vote.     It  has  been  said  that  a 
jparty  must  go  prepared  to  prove  all  his  qualifications, 
as  it  was  not  to  be  assumed  that  every  good  qualifica- 
tion would  be  allowed ;  but  a  revising  barrister  is  a  judi- 
<ial  officer,  and  we  ought  to  assume  that  he  will  do  right. 
I  may  observe,  also,  that  from  the  manner  in  which 
the  appeals  from  their  decisions  have  been  disposed  of, 
there  is  very  little  reason  to  suggest  that  revising  bar- 
Haters  will  not  do  justice.     With  respect  to  TudbaU  v. 
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(QutGtn*^ 
) 


w  _. 


Tke  Tomi^lerk  of  Bristd  (a),  I  think  that  is  no  au* 
thority  at  all  in  this  case.  There  the  objector  described 
himself  as  being  on  the  list  of  voters  for  a  particular 
parish,  but  his  name  was  not  on  that  list,  but  on  an- 
other. On  these  grounds  I  think  that  the  decision 
ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Erle  J.     I  also  think  that  the  notice  of  objection 
was  sufficient.     It  has  been  argued  that  we  ought  to' 

insert  the   words  "for  the   parish  of "  in  the 

form ;  but  in  doing  so  we  should  alter  the  act  of  par- 
liament. I  doubt  the  power  of  any  court  to  alter  the 
law  where  the  law  is  perfectly  clear.  But  supposing 
that  we  had  the  power,  is  there  any  inconvenience  which 
imperatively  requires  such  ah  alteration  ?  I  apprehend 
that  a  case  in  which  a  party  possessed  qualifications  in- 
fifty-one  parishes  would  be  likely  to  occur  extremely 
seldom.  If,  however,  it  should  occur,  the  party  objected 
to  might  apply  to  the  otjector :  the  objector  certainly 
is  not  bouikl  to  answer,  but  probably  he  would  g^ve 
the  desired  information*  Even  if  he  refused  to  give  it, 
no  substantial  inconvenience  would  ensue.  With  re- 
spect to  the  note  at  the  bottom  of  the  form  No.  10.,  I 
think  it  clear  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  it  should' 
apply  to  form  No.  1 1.  If  any  ambiguity  has  been  occa- 
sioned by  the  difference,  the  consequences  ought  not 
to  fall  upon  the  objector,  who  has  done  all  that  the 
statute  requires. 

Decision  affirmed. 


(a)  Antd,  p,  7. 
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W^^AJiffSBT,  Appellant,  and  Perkins  and  Others, 

Respondents. 

(Locket's  Case.)  .    ^^^  ,3 

T^  E~SIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  A  dAim  to  b« 

—»«  -r^  I  ..       i  nted  under 

'Z^'komas  James  Arnold,  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  sut  8  ir.  4. 

lor   ^ft:^«  city  ot  London.  good  for  tbe 


m  an  objection  to  the  name  of  Richard  hockey  ^^^  h^ng. 

retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  ^J^*]]^^^ 

lection  of  members  for  the  city  of  London,  the  cJ^^edtobe 

-  ^  ■'  put  upon  tbe 

^^^^'^'ister  expunged  the  name  from  the  list,  subject  ta  »*« '»  ^^ 

»  ^      ^  .  18S7,andtbe 

^Q^  Opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  following  case :  —       oTerieen  ne- 

•>w^«^  elected  to  do 

•■^  i^e  name  of  the  said  ii.  Lockey  was  inserted  in  the  so,  the  Court 
Ii^t.  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Michael,  Wood  Street,  there  were^ub- 
»«^  Inspect  of  the  occupation  of  a  "  warehouse,  8.  Wood  J^J^Vfiwch 
'^^^^c*."    The  only  question  raised  in  the  case  was,  as  to  gf^i'^'^^Vi^ 
^^  effect  of  a  claim  to  be  rated  to  the  poor  rate,  made  by  »o*  *o  ** 

^«  ^     ^  *    deemed  to  be 

*^^  ^mAILLockey,  under  the  following  circumstances:—  rated  during 

the  continuance 

^n  the  £6th  day  of  July  1837,  the  said  R.  Lockejf  of  thoMrates^ 
^he  occupier  of  the  said  warehouse  as  tenant,  and'  right  to  Tote. 
^n  Or  about  that  day  the  said  22.  Lockey  duly  claimed  to 
^^   i^mted  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  in  respect  of  the  said 
P^'^mises  so  occupied  by  him,  there  being  then  a  rate  for 
^^  time  being  in  the  said  parish^  but  there  not  being  any 
^^^c    due  in  respect  of  such  premises.     The  overseers 
^^^S^ected  to  put  the  name  of  the  said  22.  Lockey  on  the 
^^Ufe  for  tbe  time  being.     Other  rates  for  the  relief  of 
^^    |Kx>r  were  subsequently  made  in  the  said  parish 
*^^^»reen  thesaid  26th  day  of  July  1837,  and  the  3l8t  day 
^f  «JUy  1843;  and  between  the  31st  day  of  July  1849,- 
'''^  the  81  St  day  ofJuly  1844,  two  rates  for  the  relief  of 
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1845*        the  poor  were  made  in  the  said  parbh ;  that  is  to  8ay»  one 

^^j~^^  on  the  1 1th  day  of  October  1843,  and  one  on  the  1 1th  day 

▼•  of  February f  1844.     The  said  iZ.  Ziodt^  occupied  the 


(LoCEKT't 


said  premises  from  the  said  S6th  day  of  JiJy  1887,  to 
Gn«.)  the  said  81st  day  of  Jtdy  1844,  inclusive,  but  he  was 
not  rated,  in  fact,  in  respect  of  such  premises,  to  any 
rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  made  after  the  said  26th 
day  of  July  1837,  and  he  did  not  make  any  claim  to  be 
rated  after  the  said  26th  day  of  July  1837. 

The  objection  was,  that  the  claim  to  be  rated  was 
limited  to  the  rate  for  the  time  being,  and  that  the  said 
R  Lockey  was  not  duly  rated ;  and  the  revising  barrister 
decided  in  favour  of  the  objection. 

M.  Z).  Hill  (Wordmorth  witli  him)  for  the  appellant. 

By  the  thirtieth  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  it  is  pro- 
vided, that  any  occupier  of  premises,  of  the  description 
necessary  to  give  a  vote^  may  claim  to  be  rated  in  re- 
spect of  such  premises;  and  upon  such  claim  being 
made,  and  the  claimant  paying  or  tendering  the  amount 
of  the  rate,  if  any,  then  due,  the  overseers  are  bound  to 
put  his  name  on  the  rate  for  the  time  being.  If,  how- 
ever, after  this,  the  overseers  neglect  or  refuse  to  insert 
his  name  on  the  rate^  he  is  to  be  deemed  to  have 
been  rated  from  the  period  of  such  then  existing  rate. 
A  claim  to  be  rated,  therefore,  when  once  made  and 
not  attended  to  by  the  overseers,  is  sufficient  to  en- 
title the  party  occupying  to  be  considered  as  being 
on  the  rate,  so  long  as  his  occupation  continues. 
iTindal  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  every  fresh 
rate  does  not  require  a  fresh  claim.  CresstoellJ.  The 
section  does  not  say  that  the  claimant  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  rated,  but  that  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
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rated.       Erie  J.      Suppose  the    overseers    attend    to        1845. 
the  olaim,  and  put  his  name  on  the  rate;  must  he  not,       WAii«r 
*»    ^Viey  leave  it  out  afterwards,  make  a  fresh  claim  to  be      p   ^' 
P^^  tipon  the  rate?]     It  could  not  have  been  intended      (Locmt'i 
^^^  ^he  claim  should  be  repeated  every  time  a  fresh  rate        Cwe.) 
^s     ^n^de.     [Tindal  C.  J.    I  see  no  reason  to  think  that 
stic^h  was  not  the  intention  of  the  act.    On  the  contrary, 
^^  ^^^ems  to  me  that  the  party  must  not  only  claim  to  be 
P*^  ^   on  every  fresh  rate,  but  must  pay  every  rate  when 
'^^  9   for  if  it  were  sufficient  to  make  a  claim,  an  occu- 
P^^***   might  remain  quiet,  and  put  the  rate  into  his  own 
P^^^^lcct.]     The  demand  to  be  rated  and  offer  to  pay, 
^^^^Id  be  enough  to  fix  the  occupier  with  the  next  rate. 
^^^^^^dal  C.  J.    He  might  make  the  demand  on  one  set 
^^   ov-erseers,  who  the  next  year  would  be  replaced  by  a 
^^^^^^     set  of  parish  officers,  who  would  know  nothing 
^oout   the  matter.     There   is  nothing  at  all  in  this 
P^iiit.] 


^umfrey  (with  whom  was  Grove)  appeared  for  the 
^^^pondents,  but  was  not  called  upon. 


<er  Curiam,  (a) 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 

(a)  MauU  J.  was  sbstnt. 


'^OI*!. 
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janiMry23.    Wanset,  Appellant,  and  Perkins,  Responden. 

(Hill's  Case.) 


it. 


A,  eicloiiTely 
occupied  the 
whole  of  the 
second  floor  of 
a  house,  as 
tenant  to  one 
Knight,  who 
also  resided  in 
the  house,  the 
outer  door  of 
which  was  kept 
dosed,  both  the 
landlord  and 
A,  having  a 
key  of  such 
door.     Heldf 
that  A,  was  a 
lodger  only, 
and  did  not 
occupy  pre- 
mises as  te- 
nant, within 
Stat  2  W.  4. 
c  45.  f.  27. 


^I^HIS,  like  the  last  two  cases,  was  a  consolidated 
peal  from  the  decision  of  the  barrister  appointed 
revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the  city  of  London. 

The  only  question  raised  related  to  the  sufficiency 
the  qualification.      The   claimant,  James  Hill,  in 
notice  of  claim  stated  the  particulars  of  his  qualificati* 
to  be  " Three  rooms ;  16.  Budge  Row"     The  claim 
occupied  the  whole  of  the  second  floor   in  a  hou 
Na  16.  Budge  R&aOj  which  floor  consisted  of  three  roonc 
which  were  in  his  exclusive  occupation,  and  were  occi 
pied  by  him  as  a  dwelling-place  and  a  printing-ofiie 
He  occupied    the  rooms  in  question  as  tenant  to  a 
Knightj  who  occupied  the  shop  and  first  floor  in 
house,  and  who  resided  therein.    The  outer  or  street 
door  of  the  house  was  kept  closed,  and  Knight  had 
key  thereto,  as  also  had  the  claimant. 

The  revising  barrister  decided  that  Hill  was  not  ent 
tied  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters. 


ip. 
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M.  D.  Hillj  (with  whom  was  Wordsworth)    for 
appellant.     The   present  case  is  distinguishable  fro: 
Pitts  V.  Smedley  (a)  in  this  respect,  namely,  that  t 
claimant  had  an  unrestricted  and  absolute  right  of  Ingres- 
and  egress,  and  not,  as  in  that  case,  a  merely  permit, 
sive  right  of  access  to  his  apartments.      He  had,  th 


n 


(a)  Amdy  p.  196. 
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/oDe,    a  perfect  and  exclusive  occupation  of  these  three        1845. 
rooms,  whichy  according  to  the  principle  laid  down  in       wakut 
Wright  V.  The  Taamrderk  of  Siockport  (a),  clearly  con-  ^• 

stit^uted  a  building,  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty-  /hxll's  Gate;) 
sev^enth  section  of  the  Reform  Act.  It  is  found  in  the 
case  that  he  had  the  exclusive  occupation  of  the  three 
rooms,  and,  having  a  key  of  the  street-door,  he  had 
also  an  exclusive  control  over  the  outer  door.  The 
l&ci<31ord  had  a  key  also,  and  therefore  the  case  stands 
upon  the  same  footing  as  if  there  had  been  no  outer 
^OOT  at  all,  as  where  there  are  sets  of  chambers  in  the 
Inns  of  Ciourt,  or  an  outer  door  which  was  never 
l^^dced*  When  a  party  has  the  power  of  going  in  and 
^^^  of  his  rooms  at  all  hours  of  the  day  or  night,  it  is 
sabxKiitted,  that  he  ought  to  be  considered  as  an  occu* 
Pi^r,   under  the  stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27. 


'umfrey  (Grove  with  him)  for  the  respondent.  It 
^*^^n  happens  that  the  owner  is  not  the  exclusive  occii- 
P*^!*  of  the  whole  of  his  house,  and  yet  a  tenant  may 
^^^^^^py  under  him  without  acquiring  a  vote,  although 
^^  tenant  has  the  exclusive  occupation  of  his  own 
^I^^r^tments.  The  claimant  here  cannot  be  said  to  have 
^^  an  exclusive  control  over  the  outer  door.  He 
merely  a  lodger.  He  referred  to  Rogers  on  Elec^ 
{b);  to  the  observations  of  Lord  Harctaoicke  in 
ier  v.  Lombe  {c) ;  and  to  the  Case  of  joint  occur 
.(d) 

J^.  D.  mu  replied. 

(a)  AnUy  p.  S2.  (6)  Sd  ed.  p.  155. 

(c)  Cb.  temp.  Sard,  308.  (ji)  1  Alcock^t  R.  C.  2. 

T  2 


U 
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1845.  TiNDAL  C.  J.     A  house  may  certainly  be   so  com- 

^V^AiiMY       pletely  divided  into  several  and  distinct  tenements,  that 

FjiuLmi.       ^^  ^^^  landlord  gives   up   all   dominion   over  it,  these 

(HiLL*i  Cmc.)  separate  tenements  may,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  be 

considered  separate  buildings,  so  as  to  confer  a  vote; 
but  that  is  not  the  case  here.  Knight^  having  the  whole 
of  the  house,  lets  the  present  claimant,  Hillj  into  the 
possession  of  the  second  floor,  retaining  himself  the 
possession  of  the  other  part  of  the  house.  That  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  constitute  a  separate  occupation  of 
the  second  floor  by  Hill,  but  puts  him  in  the  situation 
of  a  lodger  or  inmate.  It  seems  to  roe,  upon  the  facts 
which  are  found  by  the  case,  that  the  landlord  still 
retains  the  possession  of  the  house,  as  a  house,  which 
he  had  before,  and  consequently,  that  the  party  to 
whom  he  lets  rooms  in  that  house  only  filled  the  cha* 
meter  of  a  lodger  or  inmate,  and  was  not  an  **  occu- 
pier" of  premises  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat  2  JV.  4. 
c.  45.  5.27. 

Cresswell  J.  (a)  I  quite  agree  with  the  opinion  ex« 
pressed  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

Erle  J.  The  distinction  between  an  occupier  and  a 
lodger  is  pointed  out  in  Fenn  v.  Grq/lon  (i),  and  Monks 
V.  Dj/kes.  {c) 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 

(a)  Maule  J.  was  absent.  (6)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  617. 

(c)  4  M.  ^  fr.  567.  See  also  I%e  Mayor  rf  London  y.  Tke  Mi^or 
ofLynti,  I  B.  ^  P,  500. ;  and  the  judgment  of  CrumptonJf  in  £eamey*s 
Cote,  1  Akock*s  R,  C.  24. 
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^Bage,  Appellant,  and  Perkins,  Respondent.       JMumy^s. 

HEN  this  case  was  called  on,  no  counsel  appeared  wiiere  the  tp- 

^       ,  .,  pcllant  doet  not 

tor  the  appellant.  appear,  and  the 

respondent 
does,  the  de- 

^amfrey,  for  the  respondent,  prayed  the  judgment  of  ^?^^^^;. 
tlie   court.  "i^'^J"?? 

affirmed  with 
costs. 

curiam. 


Decision  affirmed,  with  costs,  (a) 

(^)      Cbockeb,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of  St.  Mabt, 

Lambeth,  Respondents.  , 

^*^    this  case  oliO,  which  was  called  on  at  a  later  period  of  the  same  day, 
^^   ^X^P^lhuit  did  not  appear,  and  the  Court,  on  the  application  of  Arnold 
''  ^'"^^  respondents,  affirmed  the  decision  with  costs. 


EN,  Appellant,  and  House,  Respondent.       January  2^ 

PON  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  by  In  the  borough 
Charles  Saunders^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the  overseers  make 
ugh  of  Taunton^  it  appeared  that,  subject  to  the  ^ne  of  p^Un 
dition  of  registration,  tlie  right  of  voting  for  members  ^^^^ll\^^  "^ 
^*^     the  borough  of  Taunton  is  only  in  the  occupiers  of  ^  "'  ^'^  ^ 
^^^^perty,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  2  JF.  4.  c.  45.,  and  in  ofpotwallers. 

y»  A  notice  of 

^^^  ^in  persons  within  a  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  objection  was 

Tiy-  -  -  1./.     I  !•  1  CI       in  the  follow- 

^^^dalencj  qualined  accordmg  to   the   usage   of   the  ingform:^ 

'*  I  object  to 
1^  your  name 

ju  ^^  C  retained  on  tlie  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  at  househUdert  in  tlie  election,**  &c. 
•  ^^^  that  the  notice  was  sufficient,  although  the  words,  **  as  householders,"  are  not  in  the 
^^^^n  No.  1 1.  Schedule  (B)  in  stat  6  VicL  c.  18.,  it  not  appearing  that  the  party  objected 

^^gd  been  misled  by  the  introduction  of  those  words. 

^^ben  one  side  only  is  heard,  the  party  succeeding  will  be  entitled  to  costs. 

T  3 
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borough  as  potwallers.  A  potwaller,  according  to  such 
usage,  is  considered  to  be  '*  one,  whether  he  be  a  house- 
holder or  lodger,  who  has  the  sole  dominion  over  a 
room  with  a  fireplace  in  it,  and  who  furnishes  and 
cooks  his  own  diet  at  his  own  fireplace,  or  at  some 
other  place  within  the  same  house,  at  which  fireplace 
he  had  a  legal  right  so  to  do,  and  who  also  has  actually 
cooked  his  diet  at  such  fireplace."  At  the  court  of  re- 
vision the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St  Maty  Magdalene 
produced  a  list,  which  had  been  duly  made  out  and 
published  according  to  the  form  No.  3.,  prescribed  in 
Schedule  (B),  annexed  to  the  act  of  6  Vict,  c,  18.,  of 
persons  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  property  occupied 
by  virtue  of  the  2  Wiii.  c,  45.,  and  another  list,  which 
had  been  duly  made  out  and  published,  of  persons  en- 
titled to  vote  in  respect  of  rights  other  than  those  con- 
ferred by  the  last-mentioned  statute.  In  the  latter  list 
the  names,  places  of  abode,  and  qualifications  of  the 
voters  were  inserted,  and  the  nature  of  the  qualification 
was  described  by  the  words  *^  a  potwaller.*'  In  the  list 
of  occupiers  the  name  of  John  Allen  was  entered  as 
follows :  — 


Name. 


Allen,  John. 


Place  of  abode. 


Naturt  of 
Qoalification. 


Propertj,  where 
situate,  *c. 


East  Street.      |  Dwelling  House. '      East  Street. 


His  name  was  not  on  the  potwallers'  list,  nor  had  he 
claimed,  nor  was  he  entitled  to  be  inserted  in  that  list, 
or  in  the  list  of  voters  for  any  other  parish  within  the 
borough. 

Thomas  HousCy  a  person  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
borough,  appeared  at  the  court  of  revision  as  an  ob- 
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jecs^oT  to  the  name  of  the  appellant.    It  was  proved  that  1845. 

h^    1^  »d  given  the  proper  notice  of  objection  to  the  over-  ^^^^^ 

se^x*sE,  who  had  duly  published  it,  and  that  he  had  given,  ^' 


the  25th  day  of  August,  a  notice  in  the  following 
fo vr  WTK^  to  the  appellant :  — 

*  *  To  Mr.  John  AUen,  of  East  Street,  Southside.     I 

h^r^liy  give  you  notice  that  I  object  to  your  name  being 

reti^iiied  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  as  house* 

hc^^^^rs  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  borough  of 

TV^^^^iton.    Dated  this  23d  day  of  ^f^i^  1844. 

^Signed)     **  Thomas  House,  oi  Silver  Street,  Taunton. 

On  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
of  St.  Mary  Magdalene  as  a  pot- 
walier,  and  described  therein  as  re- 
siding in  Victoria  Place.*^ 
^t^he  words  **  as  householders  "  were  an  interlineation. 
^'^    the  part  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended  that,  as 
^^^>*«  was  no  list  of  householders,  as  such,  made  out  in 
^  ^   lx>rough,  the  notice  to  him  was  vitiated  by  the  in- 
^^^^wction  of  the  words  "as  householders."     On  the 
^^^^^^Tary,  it  was  said  for  the  objector,  that  these  words 
'^'^^^e  introduced  to  distinguish  the  list  of  occupiers,  in 
'^^ioh  the  name  of  the  appellant  appeared  in  respect  of 
^   ^Mrelling-house,  from  the  list  of  potwallers,  in  which 
^^  Tiame  did  not  appear  at  all. 

"X^e  revising  barrister  held  the  notice  sufficient,  and 
^^^ired  it  to  be  proved  that  the  appellant  so  objected 
^^  Mras  entitled,  on  the  last  day  of  July  then  next  pre- 
^^^ing,  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  in 
^^^E>ect  of  the  qualification  described  in  such  list  The 
^^^lification  was  not  proved,  and  the  name  of  the  ap- 
pellant was  expunged  from  the  list. 

T  4 
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1845.  The  cases  of  twenty  other  parties  were  consolidated 

j^jj^^     '  with  the  principal  case. 


Houn. 


Kinglake  Serjt.»  for  the  appellant.  The  only  question 
is,  whether  tliis  notice  is  in  compliance  with  the  form 
No.  1 1.  Schedule  (B.),  which  is  given  by  the  stat.  6  Fid. 
c.  18.  There  is  a  difference  between  this  case  and 
Quiglej/s  case  (a),  because  here  the  overseers  are  to 
make  out  two  distinct  lists,  one  in  respect  of  property 
occupied  within  the  parish,  the  other  of  persons  en-* 
titled  to  vote  as  potwaliers.  The  notice  of  objection 
refers  to  a  list  which  has  no  existence.  There  is  no 
list  of  householders,  and  the  objector,  having.introduced 
the  words  '^as  householders  "  into  his  notice,  has  left  it 
doubtful  whether  the  objection  was  meant  to  apply  to 
the  occupiers'  list,  or  the  potwaliers'  list,  the  term 
*^  householder"  being  equally  applicable  to  both.  [ErleS. 
Would  the  notice  have  been  bad  if  it  had  said  *'  I  ob- 
ject  to  your  name  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons 
entitled  to  vote  as  free  and  independent  electors?"] 
It  is  submitted  that  any  notice  would  be  bad,  which 
was  calculated  to  mislead  the  party  objected  to. 

Cockburn  (with  whom  was  Cox)  was  not  called  upon 
to  argue  the  case  for  the  respondent. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  is  sub- 
stantially a  good  notice  of  objection,  although  the  words 
^*as  householders"  are  inserted.  Those  words  could 
not  have  misled  the  person  objected  to,  and  therefore  if 
there  was  no  necessity  for  their  insertion,  I  can  see  no 

(a)  AnU,  p.  2S5. 
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reetson  why  they  should  not  be  rejected.     Uiile  per 
inrs^ile  non  vitiaiw. 

diESSWELL  J.  {a)     If  the  notice^  not  being  in  the 

ex^c:t  form  prescribed  by  the  act,  had  been  calculated 

to  direct  the  attention  of  a  party  to  a  wrong  list,  the 

notice  would  have  been  bad;  but  I  do  not  think  that 

any  such  result  could  possibly  have  followed  in  this 


£rle  J*    Considering  what  the  common  understand* 
ing  at  Taunton  must  be  with  respect  to  the  two  rights 
of  voting,  I  think  there  could  have  been  no  doubt  which 
'»8t  Was  meant. 

Gockhum  applied  for  costs. 


1845. 


Allvic 

▼. 
Honst. 


NDAL  C.J.  I  think  that  where  we  hear  one  side 
^^1^9  the  case  may  be  considered  clear,  and  costs  must 
^  granted. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 

(a)  Maule  J.  was  absent. 


ON,  Appellant,  and  Hinton,  Respondent.      January  2^. 


j\^  T  a  Court  held  before  Johi  George  Phillimore^  Esq.,   A  notice  of 

'^*-  I       r       »  objection  was 

the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  }\  eiilockj  signed  •«  mu 
^^      name  of  Henry  Cooper  was  struck  off  the  list  of  ©n  the  list  of 

.  voters  for  the 

f*'*  ^H  of  Madekjf,**  The  name  of  William  Nichc^as  appeared  on  the  Maddey  list  o(  chimantt^ 

y-  ^«l  the  list  of  voleri  for  that  parinh  it  stood  thus:  —  "  mUiam  Nkklest.**     Held^  that 

J^  ^^ffidcncy  of  the  notice  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  of  law,  the  real  question  being, 

^^^r  the  name  was  so  stated  iu  the  list  of  voters  as  to  be  commonly  understood,  pursuant 


to&- 


6  Vict,  c  18.  <.  101. 


HlMTOV. 
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1 8^5.  voters  in  the  parish  of  Much  JVenlock  in  the  said  borough, 
HimoN  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  on 
^'  the  following  case :  — 

A  person  whose  name  was  proved  to  be   William 

Nicholas  objected  to  the  vote  of  Henry  Cooper.     The 
notice  of  objection  was  signed   by   himself,   with   the 

words,   ^*  William  Nicholas^  of  Colebrook  Dale,  in  the 

parish  of  Madeley^  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 

Madeley^*    Madeley  is  a  suffragan  parish  of  the  borough 

of  WenlocL     The  notice  was  in  all  respects  regular,  and 

in  conformity  with  the  form  prescribed  by  6  Fid.  c.  18. 

The  sole  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  notice  turned 

upon  this  point,  —  whether,  under  the  circumstances 

about  to  be  stated,  the  objector  was  entided  to  object  at 

all ;  and  whether,  if  so,  his  signature  was  sufficient. 

The  name  referred  to  in  the  Madeley  list  was  *^  Wil^ 
Ham  NicklessJ^  The  name  of  "  William  Nicholas^*  sent 
by  the  objector,  was  on  the  list  of  claimants  on  the 
church-door.  It  was  clearly  proved  that  this  was  in- 
tended for  the  objector's  name  by  the  overseer,  and  that 
JVUliam  Nicholas^  the  objector,  was  the  identical  person 
whose  name  was  written  William  Nickless  in  the  list  of 
Madeley  voters.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  mistake 
had  been  committed  in  the  lists  of  the  preceding  year, 
and  that  in  1843  William  Nicholas  had  applied  to  the 
revising  barrister  to  correct  the  mistake.  The  revising 
barrister  had  corrected  the  mistake,  and  inserted  the 
name  properly  spelt,  in  the  list,  when  he  revised  the 
said  list.  The  overseer  of  Madeley  swore  that  the 
repetition  of  the  error  was  owing  exclusively  to  his  own 
negligence. 

The  barrister  held  the  notice  valid,  and  the  case  of 
the  objector  being  established,  expunged  the  name  of 
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\ry  Cooper  from  the  list  of  voters,  which,  if  the  Court        1845. 


ominon  Pleas  were  of  a  different  opinion,  was  to       i^mtox 
estored.  ,,-^*'  - 

HlllTOX. 

he  cases  of  thirteen  other  parties  were  consolidated 
the  principal  case. 


'oting  for  the  appellant   The  party  objected  to  was 

bound  to  answer  the  objection.     The  name  of  the 

ctor,  William  Nicholas^  was  not  inserted  in  the  list 

^f"     persons  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  property  oc- 

c^si>^ed  within  the  parish  of  Meideley,     The  name  which 

appeared  there  was  «  William  Nickless."    {Tindal  C  J. 

^^r^^  question  may  be,  whether  that  name  is  not  idem 

^^^9^^»ns  with  the  name  published  in   the  list,]      That 

^^^^tion,  it  is  submitted,  can  hardly  arise,  because  it  is 

'^^^mwid  by  the  case  that  the  name  of  "  William  Nicholas** 

on  the  list  of  claimants.    The  party  objected  to, 

ing  the  name  of  the  objector  in  the  latter,  and  not 

^'^    ^he  former  list,  would  very  reasonably  conclude  that 

hdas  was  not  entitled  to  object.     At  all  events,  the 

<r  ought  not  to  be  obliged,  at  great  personal  in* 

venience,  to  make  inquiries  in  order  to  ascertain 

J^  ether  "  Nickless  ^  and  "  Nicholas "  were  the  same 

;  Tudball  v.  The  Town-clerk  of  Bristol,  {a)    If  a 

ice*of  objection  were  signed  by  a  party  named  Choi* 

^^^^^videleifj  and  the  name  on  the  list  of  voters  were 

ry,  an  illiterate  man  would  certainly  be  misled  by 

variance.      [Cressmll  J.     Suppose  the  objector's 

"•^^tne  were  Thompson^  and  it  were  spelt  Thomson  in  the 

»ist,  or  Smithy  and  it  were  spelt  Smythe^  would  a  notice 

v^ave  been  sufficient  in  that  case?]    It  is  submitted  that, 

(a)  Aotdyp.7. 


86S 


1845. 


HlNTON 

V. 
HlNTOV. 
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the  distincllon  between  these  names  being  well  known^ 
it  would  be  too  much  to  assume  that  such  a  notice 
would  be  good.  ITindal  C.  J.  The  question  whether 
the  name  be  idem  sonmis  still  arises;  and  in  the  pro- 
nunciation of  a  voter  at  Colebrook  DaUf  **  Nicholas*^ 
and  ^^  Nicklfss^  would  probably  sound  pretty  much  tlie 
same.]  However  pronounced,  the  two  names  are  es* 
sentially  different. 


Gray  for  the  respondent  This  is  not  a  question  of 
law,  but  a  question  of  fact,  which  the  revising  barrister 
had  no  power  to  reserve  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Court  {a)  The  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s*  101.  provides 
*^  that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate  description  of  any 
persorij  place,  or  thing  named  or  described  in  any 
schedule  to  this  act  annexed,  or  in  any  list  or  register 
of  voters,  or  in  any  notice  required  by  this  act,  shall 
in  any  wise  prevent  or  abridge  the  operation  of  this  act 
with  respect  to  such  person^  place,  or  thing,  provided 
that  such  person^  place,  or  thing  shall  be  so  denominated 
in  such  schedule,  list^  register,  or  notice  as  to  be  commonly 
understood.^*  The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether 
this  person,  William  Nicholas^  was  so  denominated  in 
the  Madeley  list  of  voters  as  to  be  commonly  under- 
stood. That  is  a  question  of  fact,  which  the  revising 
barrister  has  already  decided  in  favour  of  the  objector. 

Keating  in  reply.  This  is  a  question  of  law,  in  which 
it  was  competent  to  the  revising  barrister  to  ask  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court.  He  has  found  the  facts,  and 
refers  it  to  the  Court  to  say  what  is  the  legal  result. 


(a)  Sec  6  VicU  c.  28.  ss,  42.  ftnd  63* 
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noineljrj  whether  the  party  objecting  could  legally  ob«         1845. 
ject«        The  Court  lately  entertained  an  appeal,  in  which        UnitoK  ' 
the  c]uestion  was,  whether  the  facts  stated  amounted  to       hiktok 
residence  (a),   and     so  also,    when   the  question   was 
raisecl,  whether  rooms  in  a  house  were  separate  tene- 
ments or  not.  {b)      In  cases  from  the  courts  of  quarter 
sessions,  although  their  finding,  like  that  of  the  revising 
barrister,  is  conclusive  upon  questions  of  fact,  the  Court 
of   Queen*s  Bench  would  decide  whether  a  pauper  had 
gained  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service,  or  by  birth. 
The   question  here  is,  whether  the  party  who  sent  the 
notice  of  objection  was  in  a  situation  to  object  at  the 
tioie. 

"Tin DAL  C.  J.  I  think  the  answer  that  has  been 
given  on  the  part  of  the  respondent  is  conclusive, 
namely,  that  the  question  which  has  been  submitted  to 
our  consideration  resolves  itself  into  a  question  of  fact, 
&nd  not  into  a  question  of  law.     If  there  had  been  any 

• 

important  variance  between  the  form  of  the  notice  re- 
quired by  the  act,  and  the  notice  of  objection  sent  by 
"*©  party  whose  name  appeared  on  the  list  of  voters,  a 
different  question  would  have  arisen ;  but  here  the 
objection  b  that  the  name  was  wrongly  spelt  in  the  list, 
"~*  a  defect  which  is  cured  by  the  interpretation  clause 
of  the  Stat*  6  Vtcl.  c.  18.,  which  provides  that  no  mis- 
Isomer  shall  prevent  the  operation  of  the  act,  if  the 
Person  shall  be  so  denominated  as  to  be  commonly 
^dentood.  Now,  whether  the  party's  name  was  so 
*Uted  in  the  list  as  to  be  commonly  understood,  surely 

(«)    JFkUhom  Y.  Thomas,  antd,  p.  1S5. 

(0  See  Wansey  t.  Perkins  (HiWs  Case),  tnU,  p.  252. ;  Score  t.  Hvg» 


^  *^  P*  198. ;  PUis  v.  Snudley,  antd,  p.  196. 
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1845. 


HiKTON 

T 

HiXTOir. 


is  no  question  of  law,  but  a  mere  question  of  fact.  That 
fact  the  revising  barrister  seems  to  have  already  de- 
cided, because  he  must  have  determined  in  hb  own 
mind  that  the  name  was  commonly  understood,  or  he 
would  not  have  held  the  notice  sufficient. 


The  other  judges  concurred. 


Decision  affirmed. 


janwxrjfQi.     Daniel,  Appellant,  and  Camflin,  Respondent. 


la  ttating  the 
nature  of  a 
▼oter's  qua- 
lification in  a 
city  or  borough, 
when  the  right 
of  voting  de- 
pends on  pro- 
perty, it  is  only 
necessary  to 
describe  the 
property  which 
gives  the  qua^ 
lification,  and 
not  its  in- 
cidents. 

Where,  there- 
fore, a  party 
occupied  a 
house  and  shop 
jointly  with 
another  person, 
Held,  that  it 
was  not  neces- 
sary to  state  the 
fact  of  the  joint 
occupation  in 
thte  listof  voters, 
and  that  the 
words  **  house 
and  shop'* were 
a  sufficient  de- 
scription of  his 
qualification. 


nPHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
John  Tyrrellj  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 
city  of  Bristol. 

It  appeared  that  James  Daniel  had  objected  to  the 
name  of  William  Camplin  being  retained  upon  the 
householders'  list  of  voters  in  the  parish  of  All  Saints. 

The  name  was  thus  inserted  in  the  list:  — 


Camplin,  William. 


High  Street 


House  and  Shop. 


High 


William  Camplin  occupied  the  house  and  shop  which 
conferred  his  qualification  jointly  with  another  person. 
The  premises  were  of  sufficient  value,  and  all  the  other 
requisites  necessary  to  give  William  Camplin  a  vote  had 
been  complied  with,  and  the  only  objection  was  that  the 
qualification  stated  upon  the  list  should  not  have  been 
*<  house  and  shop  "  merely,  but  ought  to  have  been  ^  the 
joint  occupation  of  a  house  and  shop.''  It  was  con- 
tended, on  the  other  hand,  that  the  words  *<  house  and 
shop "  sufficiently  described  the  qualification ;  but  if 
not,   the  revising  barrister  was  requested,   under  the 
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'crs  given  to  him  by  the  fortieth  section  of  the  1845. 
istration  Act,  to  insert  such  words  as  would  make  dIkwi 
ie  £i.ppear  that  the  occupation  was  joint.  The  barrister 
cl^cr£<led  that  the  qualification  as  stated  upon  the  list  was 

.cienty  and  retained  the  name  of  WiUiam  Camplin. 


.^Singlaie  Seijt  for  the  appellant.     The  qualification 
slflk'Tcd  upon  the  list  should  either  have  been   *' joint 
rvpation  of  a  house  and  shop,"  or  *^  undivided  moiety 
WL  house  and  shop."    By  describing  his  qualification  as 
consisting  of  a  ^^  house  and  shop  "  the.  respondent  stated 
in  efiect  that  he  was  the  sole  occupier  of  the  premises. 
Under  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  ihe  Reform  Act  a 
joint  occupier  would  not  be  entitled  to  vote,  but  by  the 
tw^enty-ninth  section  of  the  statute  the  right  of  voting  is 
inferred  in  express  terms  in  respect  of  the  joint  occu* 
pation  of  premises,  in  case  the  value  of  such  premises 
shall  be  of  an  amount,  which,  when  divided  by  the  num- 
o^*"  of  occupiers,  shall  give  a  sum  of  not  less  than  10/. 
for    each  occupier.      In  the  Irish  Reform  Act,  2  Sc  S 
^*  4?.  c.  88.  there  is  no  clause  corresponding  with  the 
twenty-ninth  section  of  the  stat.  2  W.  4?.  c.  4i5f  and  ac- 
^^i^ingly  the  Irish  Judges  have  unanimously  held  that 
J^uit  occupiers  cannot  be  admitted  to  register.     Case  qf 
•'Of  nrf  Occupiers,  {a)     The  qualifications  required  by  the 
twetity-seventh  and  twenty-ninth  sections  of  the  Reform 
-^^^  are,  therefore,  widely  distinct,  and  ought  not  to  be 

"^Ctibed  in  the  same  terms.     The  Court  have  held  that 

• 

^  ^^ases  of  successive  occupation,  under  the  twenty- 
^fS  «^lh  section  of  the  act,  the  difierent  premises  occupied 
^    ^e  claimant  ought  to  be  set  forth  in  the  description 

(tt)  1  Alco4*$  R.C.2. 


CAxruK. 
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I81-5.        of  his   qualificalion    in   the  list  of  voters;    Bartiett  v. 

D~  Gibbs.  (fl)     [^Maule  J.     The  ground  of  that  decision  was 

^*  ihat  the  rei^istration  list  ousht  to  afford  such  information 

of  the  nature  and  situation  of  the  premises,  as  would 
enable  other  parties  to  ascertain,  upon  enquiry,  the 
value  of  the  premises  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  occu- 
pation.] The  principle  of  that  decision  applies  in  its 
full  force  to  the  present  case,  because  premises  which 
would  confer  a  qualification  upon  one  occupier,  would 
frequently  be  below  the  value  which  would  entitle  two 
or  more  occupiers  to  vote  in  respect  of  them.  [^Maule  J. 
Then,  if  a  party  occupied  jointly  with  four  others,  you 
would  say  that  the  description  of  the  nature  of  his  quali- 
fication should  be  '^  one-fifth  part  of  a  bouse  ?  "]  That 
would,  it  is  submitted,  be  an  accurate  description  of  his 
qualification.  In  tlie  Appendix  of  Forms  given  in 
Elliott  on  Registration  {b)f  in  the  form  of  a  list  of 
claimants  for  a  county,  the  following  instances  are 
given,  in  the  column  headed  **  Nature  of  qualification  ;'' 
*' One  undivided  sixth  share  in  freehold  tenements;" 
<^  An  undivided  moiety  of  a  freehold  rent  charge." 
\Tindal  C.  J.  Do  you  find  any  thing  of  that  kind  in  the 
Registration  Act  ?]  The  schedules  in  the  new  act  are 
left  blank,  but  in  schedule  (H)  No.  S.  annexed  to  the 
Reform  Act,  various  examples  are  given  of  the  nature  of 
the  qualification,  (c)  It  is  most  important  in  cities  and 
boroughs  that  accurate  information  should  be  given  to 
the  public,  in  order  that  the  value  of  the  premises  should 
be  ascertained.  The  respondent  was  stated  to  be  quali- 
fied in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  house  and  shop ;  but 
in  fact  he  occupied  part  only.     [^Mavk  J.    You  should 

(a)  Antd,  p.  73.  {b)  2d  ed.  p.  619. 

(c)  These  examples  are,   "  Freehold  house;"  «  Copyhold  field;*' 
^  Lease  of  warehouse  for  yean ;  '*  «  50  acres  of  land  as  occupier.** 
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rather  contend  that  he  was  paH  occupier  of  a  house  and        1845. 

shop.]]     In  Rex  v»  Great  Wakering  {a\  a  house  and  land        dakwl 

were  demised  to  two  persons,  Bullock  and  Clay^  by  lease, 

for  a  term  of  years,  at  16/.  per  annum.     There  was  a 

covenant  by  them  jointly  and  severally  to  pay  taxes  and 

rates>  &c.,  but  none  to  pay  rent.     Bullock  occupied  the 

whole  premises,  and  paid  the  rent  for  five  years,  and  it 

Mras  held  that,  the  demise  being  joint,  each  could  only 

^  considered  as  having  rented  a  tenement  at  8/.  a  year, 

Ai^d    that  consequently   no  settlement  was  gained   by 

^uUoct.     In  giving  his  judgment  Littledale  J.  said  (6), 

^^  l^he  demise  being  to  two  as  joint  tenants,  each  was 

entitled  to  occupy  an  undivided  moiety  in  his  own  right 

The  pauper,  therefore,  if  he  occupied  the  whole,  would 

occupy  one  half  in  his  own  right,  and  the  other  half  as 

''^UifiFto  Clay^  and  would  be  accountable  to  him  for  the 

profits.**     So,  in  Rex  v.  Tonbridge  (c\  the  premises  oc- 

<^upied  by  the  pauper  were  not  of  sufficient  value,  unless 

^^  Could  be  considered  as  sole  occupier  of  a  garden. 

^  be  pauper  took  the  garden,  but  it  was  agreed  between 

hiio  and  one  Maynard  that  they  should  share  the  ex- 

P^tise  and  profit.     Maynard  paid  the  pauper  half  the 

''^^t^   and  Bayley  J.  observed,  that  although  it  was  not 

^^ted  that  there  was  a  joint  occupation,  yet  it  must  be 

^^^11  that  there  was,  and  if  so,  it  must  be  considered 

^hat   the  pauper  occupied  only  a  moiety  of  the  garden. 

'"'^^se  cases  shew  that  a  joint  occupation,   when  the 

^^^Ue  of  the  premises  comes  in  question,  is  only  a  part 

^^Cupation.     Secondly,  it  is  submitted  that  the  barrister 

^^  no  power,  under  the  fortieth  section  of  stat.  6  Vict. 

^*  ^  8.,  to  change  the  description  of  the  qualification  as  it 

(a)  &B.^  Ad,  971.  (6)  Id.  976. 

(c)  eB,^C.  88. 
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1845.        appeared  in  the  list.    [Tindal  C.  J.     He  may  alter  the 
Dakml       description  for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  defining  the 
C^Jimi.      qualification.] 

Buit  for  the  respondent.  The  description  of  the 
voter's  qualification,  as  it  appeared  in  the  list,  was 
clearly  good.  There  is  nothing  in  the  schedules  an- 
nexed either  to  the  Reform  or  the  Registration  Act, 
which  makes  it  necessary  to  state  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  interest  which  the  occupier  has  in  the  premises.  It  is 
enough  that  the  party  should  comply  with  the  terms  of 
the  acts  of  parliament.  The  nature  of  the  qualification 
means  simply  a  description  of  the  premises  in  respect  of 
the  occupation  of  which  the  party  is  entitled  to  vote. 
The  length  of  the  occupation  and  the  value  of  the 
premises  are  not  required  to  be  stated.  In  Schedule  (I) 
No.  1.  to  the  Reform  Act,  the  form  of  the  list  directed 
to  be  publbhed  by  the  overseers  contains,  in  the  column 
headed  *'  Nature  of  qualification,''  the  following  ex* 
amples  of  what  was  meant  should  be  inserted  under 
that  head:  **  House,  warehouse,  shop,  counting-house ;** 
and  in  the  corresponding  form  in  the  Registration  Act, 
Schedule  (B),  No.  S.,  no  examples  at  all  are  given. 
{Maude  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  nature  of  the 
qualification  is  the  occupation  of  the  premises  or  not. 
Cresswell  J.  The  argument  for  the  appellant  is,  that  the 
nature  of  the  occupation  should  be  described.]  The 
two  acts  being  in  pari  materi&j  the  schedules  must  be 
taken  together,  and  then  it  will  clearly  appear  that  the 
legislature  never  intended  to  require  any  statement  of 
the  kind,  which  would  lead  to  a  great  number  of  very 
minute  objections.  The  overseers  are  not  even  directed 
to  state  whether  thg  voter  occupies  as  owner  or  tenant. 
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BaritetiY.  Giibs{a)  is  no  authority  for  the  appellant        1845. 

The  successive  occupation  of  two  sets  of  premises  was  of 

be  esseoce  of  the  right  to  vote,  yet  the  Court  held  that 

D  describing  the  nature  of  the  appellant's  qualification  in 

hat  case,  the  two  houses  which  he  had  occupied  during 

he  qualifying  period  should  have  been  inserted  in  the  list, 

a(  that  hb  qualification  should  have  been  described  as 

he  **  successive  occupation  of  two  houses."  Neither  does 

he  Case  of  Joint  Occupiers  (b)  advance  the  argument  on 

he  other  side,  there  being  no  clause  in  the  Irish  act 

imilar  to  the  twenty-ninth  section  of  the  English  act  of 

parliament     In  Rex  v.  Great  Wakering  (c),  and  Rex  v. 

Tonbridge  ((/),  the  value  of  the  premises  was  not  su& 

icient     With  regard  to  the  power  of  amendment  under 

he  fortieth  section  of  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  there  can  be 

lo   doubt  that  the  barrister  had  a  right  to  exercise 

U     No  new  or  difi*erent  qualification  was  set  up,  which 

ras  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  the  second  point  de- 

;eniiined  by  Bartlett  v.  Gibbsn  {a) 

Kinglake  Serjt  replied. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  was  right  The  objection  taken 
to  the  vote  of  the  respondent  was,  that  in  the  list  made 
out  by  the  overseers,  the  nature  of  his  qualification  was^ 
improperly  described.  The  description  found  upon  the 
list  was,  ^^  house  and  shop,  High  Street;**  and  it  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  it  ought  to 
have  been  *^  joint  occupation  of  house  and  shop."  The 
question,  therefore,  is,  whether  in  the  claim  made  by 

(a)  AnU,  p.  73.  (b)  1  Jlcod^i  R.  C  8. 

(c)  5  B.i  Ad,  971.  (d)  6  J9.  jr  CI  S8. 
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1845.  the  party  himself,  or  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to 
DAKttL  ^^^®  made  out  by  the  overseers,  the  subject-matter  in 
respect  of  which  the  right  is  claimed,  if  in  the  joint 
occupation  of  two  or  more  persons,  should  be  stated  to 
be  in  their  joint  occupation.  I  think  we  have  no  right 
to  impose  on  those  who  lay  claim  to  the  elective  fran- 
chise any  regulation  which  is  not  rendered  necessary 
by  the  fair  construction  of  the  statutes  relating  to  this 
subject.  Now,  the  thirteenth  section  of  the  stat  6  VicL 
c.  18.  requires  that  a  list  shall  be  made  out  by  the 
overseers  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  according  to  the 
form  No.  S.  given  in  the  Schedule  (B)  annexed  to  that 
act.  The  objection  in  the  present  case  is  confined 
simply  to  the  list  so  made  out  by  the  overseers ;  but 
they  are  also  required  by  the  fifteenth  section  to  make 
out  a  separate  list  of  persons  claiming  to  be  entitled  to 
vote,  according  to  a  form  numbered  8.  in  the  same 
schedule.  In  each  of  these  forms  we  find  one  column 
headed  *^  Nature  of  qualification,''  and  underneath  these 
words  is  left  a  blank.  If  these  had  been  the  only  forms 
that  had  been  given,  either  in  that  statute,  or  in  the 
preceding  statute,  2^4.  c.  45.,  it  would  have  been 
left  a  matter  of  doubt  how  that  blank  was  to  be  filled 
up ;  but  when  we  turn  to  the  form  that  has  been  given 
for  the  list  of  persons  objected  to,  to  be  published  by 
the  overseers,  in  Schedule  (I)  No.  7.  of  the  stat.  2  W.  4. 
c.  45.,  we  find  under  the  head  "  Nature  of  the  supposed 
qualification,"  the  word  "  shop,"  that  is,  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  qualification,  viz.  the  property  in  respect 
of  which  the  right  to  vote  is  claimed.  We  find  also, 
that  in  a  former  form.  No.  1.,  in  the  same  schedule, 
four  instances  are  given  under  the  heading  "  Nature  of 
qualification,"  one  of  which  is  "  house,"  another  **  ware- 
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IiOQse,''  the  third   "shop,"  and   the  last  "counting-        1845. 
Blouse,"  which  are  the  four  very  words  found  in  the       Daviel 
"Ixxly  of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act. 
Ht  is,  therefore,  but  a  fair  argument  to  infer  that,  when 
Jn  the  form  that  is  now  in  question,  No.  3.  Schedule  (B) 
^f  the  Stat.  6  Vici.  c.  18.,  we  find  the  words  "  Nature 
of  qualification  "  at  the  head  of  a  column  which  is  left  a 
perfect  blank,  nothing  more  is  required  by  the  statute 
.than  to  insert  in  that  column  one  of  those  instances 
^ven  in  the  schedule  of  the  former  act,  containing  the 
-very  words  of  the  section  which  confers  the  right  of 
voting  upon  occupiers  of  premises  of  a  certain  annual 
Talue.     It  has  been  argued,  that  as  we  have  already 
decided  that,  in  cases  of  successive  occupation,  under 
the  twenty-eighth  section  of  the  stat.  2  fV,  4.  c.  45.,  the 
difierent  premises  occupied  in  immediate  succession  by 
a  party,  must  all  be  set  forth  in  the  description  of  his 
qualification,  we  ought,   to  be  consistent,  to  go  still 
further,  and  require  it  to  be  stated  whether  there  be  a 
joint  or  separate  occupation  of  the  premises.     But  to 
this  I  answer,  that  the  reason  and  ground  of  our  deci- 
sion in  Bartlett  v.  Gibbs  (a)  was,  that  the  successive 
occupations  of  the  different  premises  did  in  fact  but 
make  up  one  subject-matter  in  respect  of  which  the 
right  was  claimed ;  whereas  in  the  present  case  the  sub* 
ject-matter  of  the  qualification  is  properly  described, 
and  the  nature  of  the  occupation  is  only  a  quality  or 
incident  attending  on  the  enjoyment  of  the  property. 
Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  as  the  twenty-seventh  section 
of  the  Stat.  2  W.^.  c.  45.  gives  the  right  of  voting  to 

\(a)  Ant^  p.  73. 
U  3 
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1845.  the  party  who  shall  occupy,  either  as  owner  or  tenant^ 
jj^^j^  certain  descriptions  of  property,  and  as  it  has  never  been 
contended  that  the  column  in  which  his  qualification  is  to 
be  described  shall  specify  whether  he  holds  as  owner  or 
tenant)  it  would  be  going  a  great  way  to  say  that  he  must 
state  whether  the  premises  are  in  his  sole  occupation^ 
or  are  occupied  by  him  jointly  with  another  person.  In 
both  cases  the  point  seems  to  be  matter  of  evidence  for 
the  consideration  of  the  revising  barrister,  who  has  to 
decide  whether  the  occupation  be  sufficient*  I  think^ 
therefore,  that  the  overseers  have  complied  with  the  re- 
quisites of  the  act  in  describing  the  nature  of  the  quali- 
fication as  it  is  here  expressed,  and  that  the  name  of  the 
respondent  was  properly  retained  on  the  register. 

Mauls  J.  I  also  think  that  the  decision  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  was  right.  It  is  contended  that  the 
qualification  of  the  voter  was  insufficiently  described^ 
because  it  ought  to  have  been  stated  that  he  occupied 
the  house  and  shop  in  conjunction  with  another  person, 
so  that  it  might  be  ascertained  whether  he  occupied 
premises  of  sufficient  value  to  confer  a  vote.  No  doubt 
such  information  would  be  convenient  to  objectors,  and 
it  has  been  argued  that  it  is  important  that  the  public 
should  know  the  particulars  of  the  voter's  qualification. 
Our  decision  with  respect  to  cases  of  successive  occu- 
pation has  been  cited  as  an  authority  in  support  of  that 
argument;  but  in  Bartlett  v.  Gibbs{a)  there  was  an 
entire  absence  of  one  portion  of  the  qualification.  It 
must  be  recollected,  also,  that  the  list  in  question  is  to 

(a)  AnU,  p.  7S. 
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made  out  by  the  overseers,  who  cannot  be  supposed  1845. 
know  the  exact  extent  of  a  man's  interest  in  the  pro-  p^^^^^ 
whidi  he  occupies.  In  a  notice  of  claim  greater 
icularity  might  be  looked  for,  but,  upon  turning  to 
&,he  form  No.  6.  Schedule  (B)  in  stat  6  Vici.  c.  18.,  it 
^appears  to  me  that  the  particulars  of  the  claimant's 
^ijaalification  thereby  required  to  be  stated  extend  merely 
^^x}  a  description  of  the  property  in  respect  of  which  the 
vright  is  claimed,  when  the  right  depends  on  property. 

Cresswell  J.     It  seems  to  me  that  the  words  <<  Na- 

'fture  of  qualification"   mean  the  nature  of  the  thing 

Occupied,  whether  it  be  a  house,  warehouse,  counting- 

Iiouse,  or  shop,  and  consequently  that  the  property  only 

xieed  be  described,  and  not  the  nature  of  the  party's 

interest  In  the  premises.     In  describing  the  qualification 

^>r  a  county  voter,  a  statement  of  the  nature  of  his  title 

Ss  essential,  and  is  evidently  required  by  the  form  given 

in  No.  S.  Schedule  (A),  stat.  6  Vici.  c.  18.,  the  heading 

<if  which  states  that  the  claim  is  made  in  respect  of 

jpropertym    But  when    a    party  claims  to  vote  for  a 

1)0roiigh  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  property,  it  is 

^Nily  necessary  to  point  out  the  property  which  is  occu-* 

]Hed. 

Erle  J.  I  also  think  that  the  description  of  the 
patty's  qualification  need  not  refer  to  his  interest  in  the 
premises.  The  forms  given  in  the  schedules  to  the 
Reform  Act  and  the  Registration  Act  do  not  contain 
any  allusion  to  the  nature  of  the  occupation,  and  it 
seems  clear  from  one  of  them  that  the  nature  of  the 
qualification  means  the  nature  of  the  premises  occuphsd. 

V  4 
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J  845. 
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In  the  form  No.  4.  Schedule  (I)  annexed  to  the  Reform 
Act,  of  a  notice  of  claim  to  be  addressed  to  the  over- 
seers, the  party  is  supposed  to  say,  **  I  hereby  give  you 
notice  that  I  claim,  &c.,  and  that  my  qualification  con- 
sists (ffa  house  in  Duke  Street  in  your  parish." 

Decision  affirmed. 


Janumy  87. 


Dbwhurst,  Appellant,  and  Fielden, 

Respondent. 


A  claimant 
cannot  join 
together  two 
separate  builds 
ings,  in  order 
to  make  up  the 
▼alue  required 
to  confer  a  vote 
for  a  city  or 
borough  under 
the  twentj- 
■eventh  section 
of  Stat.  2  W,  4. 
c45. 


rriHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Stephen 
Temple,    Esq.,   the    revising    barrister   for    the 
borough  of  Blackburn. 

Joseph  Fielden  was  objected  to  as  not  being  entitled 
to  have  his  name  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
borough,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  list  as  '^joiner's  shop,  warehouse,  and  land 
in  Thunder  and  Back  Lane^  The  party  objected  to 
had,  together  with  his  uncle,  jointly  occupied,  as 
owners,  a  joiner's  shop  in  Back  Lane,  and  a  warehousey 
besides  two  yards,  in  Thundei',  occupied  for  the  deposit 
of  stones  and  flags.  The  joiner's  shop,  the  yards  and 
the  warehouse,  were  worth  together  above  20/.  a  year ; 
but  the  joiner's  shop  alone  was  not  worth  20/.  a  year ; 
and  the  warehouse  and  yards  alone  were  not  together 
worth,  independently  of  the  joiner's  shop,  20/.  Thunder, 
where  the  warehouse  and  the  two  yards  were  situated, 
was  three  hundred  yards  distant  from  the  joiner's  shop, 
and  there  were  many  buildings  and  other  descriptions 
of  property  lying  between  the  joiner's  shop  in  Backljone 
and  the  warehouse  and  yards  in   Thunder,  which  pre- 
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inises,  so  lying  between  the  two,  were  the  property  and        1845* 
in  the  occupation  of  other  and  different  persons.  DBWHOEtT" 

The  revising  barrister  decided  that  the  said  Joseph       v  ^*mx 
Fielden  occupied  a  joiner's  shop,  warehouse  and  land, 
of  sufficient  value  to  entitle  his  name  to  be  retained  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  borough,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27. 

Cockburn  for  the  appellant.     The   question  here  is, 
whether  two  distinct  buildings  may  be  joined  together^ 
in  order  to  make  up  the  value  necessary  to  confer  a  vote 
for  a  borough,  and  it  is  submitted  that  they  cannot  be 
united  for  that  purpose.     The  twenty-seventh  section 
of  the  Reform  Act  uses  the  words,  **  any  house,  ware- 
house, counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,**  and  by 
that  form  of  expression  one  house  or  building  of  the 
requisite  annual  value  must  have  been  intended.     The 
terms  of  that  section  are  the  same  as  those  used  in  the 
^Hsh  Reform  Act,  2  &  S  W.^.c.  88.  5.  7.,  and  it  has 
b^en  expressly  decided,   in  the  construction   of  that 
statute,  that  two  separate  tenements,  neither  of  them 
l^eing  of  the  value  of  10^,  will  not  confer  the  borough 
nchise  upon  the  occupier,  although  the  value  of  both 
^ceeds  that  amount ;  Sweeitnan*s  Case,  {a)  [Cressaoell  J. 
n  Webb  v.  The  Overseers  of  Birmingham  (6),  the  Court 
'^^Id  that  a  lessee  of  houses,  situate  within  a  borough, 
as  entitled  to  a  vote  for  the' county,  although  one  of 
lie  houses  comprised  in  the  lease  was  of  a  sufficient 
iinual  value  to  give  the  occupier  a  vote  for  the  borough, 
f  the  value  of  two  or  more  buildings  might,  in  order 
make  up  the  borough  qualification,  be  added  together, 

(a)  Aleoek't  R.  C.  27.  (6)  Ant^  p.  18. 
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1845.       the  lessee  in  that  case  would  not  have  been  entitled  to 
DswHumn     ▼ote.(a)]    That  case  appears  to  be  precisely  in  point 
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Kinglake  Serjt.,  for  the  Respondent.  In  Sogers  on 
Elections  {b)  it  is  laid  down  that  under  the  stat.  2  W.^ 
r.  45.  s.  27*»  two  houses,  or  two  warehouses,  or  a  house 
and  a  warehouse,  or  any  two  members  of  the  sentence^ 
may  be  joined  together  in  order  to  complete  the  value. 
Webb  V.  The  Overseers  of  Birmingham  (c)  is  no  author!^ 
against  thb  proposition,  as  the  point  was  not  raised  in 
that  case.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  give  the 
franchise  to  persons  who  occupied  property  of  a  suflS- 
cient  value,  and  it  cannot  be  of  any  consequence  whe* 
ther  they  occupy  one  building  or  two.  In  cases  arising 
upon  the  construction  of  the  stat.  59  G.  S.  c.  50.  and 
6  G.  4.  c.  57.,  it  is  now  distinctly  recognised  as  a  prin* 
ciple,  that  two  separate  tenements  may  be  joined,  in 
order  to  make  up  the  required  value ;  Bex  v.  Maceles^ 
JiM (d);  Bex  v.  Tadcaster  {e) ;  Bex  v.  loer  {g) ;  £er  v. 
Wootton.  (A) 

Coekburrij  in  reply,  was  stopped. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  that  the  decision  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  must  be  reversed.  The  twenty*seventh 
section  of  the  Reform  Act  begins  by  stating  that  the 
party  who  shall  be  qualified  to  vote  for  a  borough  must 
be  an  occupier ;  it  then  goes  on  to  specify  that  he  must 
occupy  either  as  owner  or  tenant ;  and  then,  in  describ- 

(a)  See  stat  2  ^.  4.  c.  45.  t,  25.         (6)  3d  ed.  p.  153. 
(c)  Antd,  p.  18.  (d)  2  B,^  Ad,  870. 

(e)  4  B.^JeL  703.  (g)  I  A.  ^  E.  228. 

(A)  I  A.^  E,  232. 
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log  the  sabjeci-matter  of  the  occupation,  it  says,  ^'  any 
bouse,  warehouse^  counting-house,  shop,  or  other  build- 
ing."    Now,  the  first  observation  which  occurs  to  the 
mind   upon  reading  these  words  is,  that  they  are  all  in 
the  singular  number,  and  that  it  would  have  been  just 
as  easy,  if  it  had  been  intended  that  several  of  these 
distinct  subject-matters  might  together  make  up  a  suffi- 
cient qualification,  to  have  used  the  plural  number. 
The  section,  however,  does  not  stop  there,  but  it  goes 
on  to  state  that  when  the  yearly  value  of  a  house  or 
other  building  does  not  amount  to  10/.,  it  may  be  made 
^P   by  the  occupation  of  land  in  conjunction  with  it 
The  franchise  is  conferred  in  respect  of  any  house,  &c., 
**  beiii^  either  separately,  or  jointly  with  any  land 
vtthin  such  city,  borough,  or  place  occupied  therewith 
''y  him.*'     Applying  the  ordinary  rule  of  construction, 
^^^pressio  unius  exdusio  est  alieriust  I  cannot  see  why  the 
jotot  occupation  of  land  with  a  house,  &C.,  should  have 
'^^^n  mentioned,  unless  it  had  been  intended  to  exclude 
™^    occupation  of  two  buildings.     This  view  of  the 
^^^^ct  is  strengthened  in  some  degree  by  the  form  which 
^   published  by  [the  overseers,  pursuant  to  the  direc* 
^^tis  contained  in  stat.  6  FicL  c.  18.  s.  IS.  Schedule  (B), 
-^0.3.     That  form,   in  pointing  out  the  manner  in 
^hioh  the  qualifying  property   should  be  described, 
^ii^ects  that  the  number  of  the  house,  if  any,  shall  be 
S^V'eti ;  a  direction  which  seems  to  refer  more  to  a  single 
^'icl     definite  subject-matter  of  qualification  than  that 
^i^if^^h  is  composed  of  several  buildings.    It  may  well  be 
^^t:  the  legislature  considered  that  a  man  who  occupies 
^  bouse  worth  10/.  yearly  may  be  in  a  proper  condition 
^   life  to  exercise  the  franchise,  while  they  were  un- 
^^ling  to  entrust  it  to  one  who  would  be  obliged  to  add 
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together  a  number  of  small  and  worthless  tenements,  in 
order  to  eke  out  an  annual  value  of  10^ 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Decision  reversed  (a). 


(a)  See  Gadtby  t.  Barrow,  antd,  p.  142. 


HILARY  VACATION. 
Februayis.    Mabshall,  Appellant,  and  BowN,  Respondent. 


To  render  a 
convejance 
Toid  under  the 
8tat.7&8  W.S. 
c  85.  «.  7.,  as 
having  been 
made  in  order 
to  multiply 
voices,  or  to 


A  T  a  court  held  before  Thomas  BroSj  Esq.,  the  bar- 
rister appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
city  of  Lichfield^  William  Marshall  objected  to  the  names 
of  John  BowHf   Robert  LeightoUy  John  Mellor,   Ralph 
Pennington^  James  Radford^  and  WiUiam  StokeSy  being 
split  and  divide  retained  on  the  second  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of 

the  interest  in 
anj  houses  or 
lands,  the  seller 
must  be  party 
or  privy  to  the 
illegal  object 
intended  by  the 
conveyance. 

Qiutrtf 
whetti^  the 
statute  would 
apply  where 
the  object  of 
the  vendor  in 
making  the 
conveyance  was 
to  multiply 
Toices,  but  the  conveyance  was  made  bond  fide  for  a  valuable  consideration  ? 

The  owners  of  a  house  in  Lichfield  had  contracted  to  sell  it  for  a  valuable  consideration 
to  A;  who,  after  such  contract,  sold  it  bond  fide  to  six  other  persons,  and  caused  the  con- 
veyance to  be  made  from  the  original  owners  to  them.  The  object  of  A»  in  so  doing  was 
to  increase  the  number  of  voters  in  Lichfieldj  but  tlie  object  of  the  six  purchasers  was  a 
bond  fide  investment  of  their  money,  though  they  expected  that  the  possession  of  the  pro* 
perty  would  entitle  each  of  them  to  vote.  Held,  that  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  parties 
conveying  had  any  knowledge  of  the  object  for  which  the  house  was  purchased,  the  con- 
veyance was  not  void  under  the  statute. 


St.  Michaelj  in  the  said  city.  The  revising  barrister 
retained  the  names,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
on  the  following  case :  — 

The  parliamentary  borough  of  the  city  of  Lichfield  is 
a  county  of  itself,  and,  prior  to  the  passing  of  the  statute 
2  &  3  Jf^.  4.  c.  45.,  freeholders  had  the  right  to  vote  in 
the  election  of  members  for  the  said  city.  In  the  second 
list  of  voters  duly  made  out  by  the  overseers  of  the 
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of  St.  Michaelj  in  the  said  city,  the  following  six 
appeared :  — 


1845. 


^^»^«tl«n  Name  and 
^^rname  of  each. 


*n,  John, 
^i^^ghton,  Robert 
5?^Wor,  John. 


"^^Unington  Ralph, 
^■•dford,  James. 
Stoles,  William. 


Place  of  Abode. 


Wade  Street. 
Footberlej. 
Little  Asliton. 
Shenstone. 
Stowe  HUl. 
Freeford. 


Nature  of 
Qualification. 


Freehold 
Freehold 
Freehold 
Freehold 
Freehold 
Freehold 


House. 
House. 
House. 
House. 
House. 
House. 


Street*  Lane,  or 
other  Place  In 
this  Parish  where 
the  Property  is 
situate. 


AiaasHALL 
BownL 


St  John 
St  John 
St  John 
St  John 
St  John 
St  John 


Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 
Street 


Objections  were  duly  made  to  each  of  the  above  names 
^ing  retained  in  the  said  list  of  voters  for  the  said 
))arish  in  respect  pf  the  above  qualification ;  and,  upon 
the  parties  appearing  to  support  their  title  to  have  their 
names  retained  in  the  said  list,  it  was  proved  that  the 
said  John  Boom  and  the  other  five  persons  were  inserted 
in  the  said  list  in  respect  of  the  same  freehold  house  in 
&•  John  Street^  in  the  said  city,  and  that  they  became 
and  were  the  joint  owners  of  it  under  the  following 
circumstances:  Prior  to  Lady-^y^  1843,  one  William 
Gorton  contracted  in  his  own  name  with  the  then  pro- 
prietors of  the  house  for  the  purchase  of  it  at  the  price 
of  292/.  55.,  and  having,  after  such  contract,  honajide  ^ 
sold  the  said  house  to  the  said  John  Boom  and  the  five 
other  persons  above  named,  in  equal  shares,  he  caused  a 
conveyance  of  it  from  the  vendors  to  the  said  John  Bomt, 
and  the  five  other  persons  above  named,  to  be  prepared 
by  their  solicitor,  which  was  afterwards  duly  executed 
by  the  vendors,  whereby  the  said  house  was,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  said  sum  of  292/.  5^.,  absolutely  con- 
veyed to  the  said  John  Boom  and  the  other  five  persons 
above  named,  to  hold  to  them  in  undivided  sixth  pafts 
as  tenants  in  common  in  fee-simple.    The  purchase- 
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money  was  paid  to  the  vendors  by  the  hands  of  the  said 
William  Gorton,  but  was  the  proper  monies  of  the  said 
John  Bawn  and  the  five  other  persons  above  named) 
and  contributed  by  them  in  equal  shares.  The  house 
was  let  to  a  respectable  tenant  at  1521  a  year,  and  was 
worth  at  least  that  rent  The  object  of  the  said  William 
Gorton,  in  proposing  the  said  purchase  to  the  said  John 
Bamn  and  the  five  other  persons  above  named,  was  to 
increase  the  number  of  the  voters  for  the  city  of  Ueh' 
Jield;  but  the  purchase  on  the  part  of  the  said  John 
Bcnxm  and  each  of  the  above-named  persons  was  a  bond 
Jide  investment  of  their  money,  which  tliey  would  not 
have  made,  unless  they  had  been  satisfied  with  the  value 
of  the  premises,  and  the  income  they  were  to  receive  from 
the  investment  They  also  all  expected  that  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property  would  entitle  each  of  them  to  a  vote 
for  the  city  of  Lichfield;  but  there  was  no  stipulation  or 
understanding  before,  or  at  the  time  of,  the  conveyance 
to  them,  that  they  or  any  of  them  should  vote,  in  respect 
of  the  said  house,  in  any  particular  way,  or  in  support 
of  any  particular  interest  The  said  John  Bawn  and 
each  of  the  other  above-named  five  persons  had  been  in 
the  receipt  of  50s.,  in  respect  of  his  share  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  house  for  his  own  use  for  twelve 
calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  oijuly, 
1844;  the  said  sum  of  505.  having  been  paid  to  each  of 
them  by  the  said  William  Gorton  out  of  the  said  rent, 
which  the  said  William  Gorton  was  authorised  to  receive 
on  their  behalf;  and  each  of  them  had  resided  for  six 
calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July 
within  the  said  city  of  Lichfield,  or  within  seven  statute 
miles  thereof. 

It  was  objected  that  the  conveyance  of  the  said  house 
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to  the  said  Jclhn  Bcmn  and  the  other  five  persons  above  I845« 
2uuned,  under  the  above  circumstances,  was  void  and  of  jiamhall^ 
none  efiisct  by  the  provisions  of  the  statute  7  &  8  ^  8* 
€.  25.  s.  ?•)  as  being  made  to  them  in  order  to  multiply 
voices,  and  to  split  and  divide  the  interest  in  such  house^ 
and  that  under  the  said  act  no  more  than  one  single 
voice  ought  to  be  admitted  for  the  said  house.  The 
barrister  was  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  a  bonAfide 
purchase  of  the  said  house  by  the  said  John  Bown  and 
the  five  other  persons  above  named  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration; and  that  the  seventh  section  of  the  said 
statute  did  not  apply  to  a  conveyance  made  under  such 
circumstances,  and  that  the  provision  **  that  no  more 
than  one  voice  shall  be  admitted  for  one  and  the  same 
house  or  tenement,"  related  only  to  boroughs  in  which, 
at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  said  act,  the  right  of 
voting  was  in  householders  or  inhabitants  paying  scot 
and  lot;  and  he  was  of  opinion,  on  the  whole  case,  that 
the  said  Jokn  Bown  and  the  five  other  persons  above 
named  were  entitled  to  have  their  names  retained  in  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  city  of  Lichjleldj  in  respect  of  their 
respective  shares  in  the  said  freehold  house. 

The  cases  of  five  other  persons  were  consolidated 
with  the  principal  case. 

B^les  SeijL  for  the  appellant  (in  Michaelmas  term, 
Navewiber  21st).  The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 
is  in  direct  contravention  of  the  stat.  7  &  S  W.  S.  c.  25. 
&  7.,  by  which  it  is  enacted  **  that  all  conveyances  of 
any  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  in 
any  county,  city,  borough,  or  town  corporate,  in  prder 
to  multiply  voices,  or  to  split  and  divide  the  interest  in 
any  houses  or  lands  among  several  persons  to  enable 
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1845.  them  to  vote  at  elections  of  members  to  serve  in  parlia* 
ment,  are  hereby  declared  to  be  void  and  of  none  efiect, 
and  that  no  more  than  one  single  voice  shall  be  ad- 
mitted for  one  and  the  same  house  or  tenement.''  It  is 
only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  plain  language  of  the  act, 
to  show  that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Kinglake  Serjt,  contra.  Before  the  stat.  7  &  8  fFl  3. 
c.  ^5.  passed,  the  possession  of  a  freehold  for  one  day 
only  before  the  day  of  polling  entided  a  party  to  vote, 
and  that  act  was  never  intended  to  apply  to  bond  fide 
conveyances,  but  to  collusive  grants,  made  under  a 
secret  condition  to  reconvey  the  property  to  the  grantor, 
after  the  grantee  had  polled  his  vote.  That  such  was 
the  object  of  the  act  is  clear  from  the  language  of  the 
stat.  10  Ann.  c.  23.  5.  1.,  which  recites  the  stat.  7  &  8 
W.  3.  c  25.  s.  7.,  and  makes  further  enactments  *^  for  the 
more  effectual  preventing  of  such  undue  practices." 
The  stat.  18  6.  2.  c.  18.  55.  1.  and  5.,  and  stat  19  6.  2. 
c.  28.  5.  4.,  are  in  pari  materid  with  the  former  statutes, 
and  contain  further  provisions  for  effectuating  the  same 
object.  The  argument  has  been  now  raised  for  the  first 
time  that  the  stat.  7  8c  8  ^  3.  c.  25.  5.  7*9  applies  to 
bond  fide  conveyances.  He  referred  to  the  Okehampton 
Case  (a),  and  to  Elpkinstone's  Case,  {b) 

Byles  Serjt  in  reply.  The  case  clearly  comes  within 
the  mischief  contemplated  by  the  statute.  The  legal 
estate  was  in  a  party  whose  name  does  not  appear,  but 
Gorton^  having  entered  into  a  contract  to  purchase,  had 
an  equitable  estate  in  the  property,  and  afterwards  caused 

(a)  1  reck.  359.  (6)  3  Lud,  370 
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it   to  be  conveyed  to  Bctwn  and  the  other  vendees,  in        1845. 

order  to  increase  the  number  of  voters  for  the  city  of     maewauT' 

Lich/iUid.     Gorton  must,  therefore,  be  considered  as  the        „  ^* 

vendor,  and  having  made  a  conveyance  for  the  purpose 

or  nmultiplying  voices,  the  conveyance  is  rendered  void 

^y  the  statute,  although  the  vendees  were  not  privy  to 

til  is     intention.     The   statute   is  not  to  be  construed 

'^ictly,  as  it  is  a  remedial  act.     lErle  J.     It  can  hardly 

^  i*<egarded  in  that  light,  when  it  avoids  a  conveyance 

^Ade  upon  a  valuable  consideration.     Matde  J.     One 

man    commits  a  fraud,  for  which  you  wish  to  punish 

<t<iotlier.     You  say  that  the  vendor  has  been  guilty  of 

^   fraudulent  act,  and  according  to  the  construction  of 

^e    statute  now  contended  for,  the  innocent  party,  the 

▼endee,  is  to  lose  his  money,  which  the  guilty  party  is 

^  keep.]    An  innocent  vendee  might  recover  the  money 

• 

^*^  an  action  for  money  had  and  received.  [Matde  J. 
^^  ^e  vendor  had  not  spent  it  in  the  mean  time.  7Vn- 
^^'  CL  J.  The  vendee  may  have  built  upon  the  land 
^^fore  the  illegality  of  the  vendor's  intention  has  tran- 
*ptr^.]  Cases  of  hardship  may  sometimes  occur,  but 
^^^  Court  will  give  effect  to  the  plain  words  of  the  act. 

Cur.  adv.  vidt. 


INDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

tirt.    The  objection  taken  against  the  claim  of  Bmon 

of  the  several  other  persons  mentioned  in  the  case, 

"^lie  right  of  voting  as  freeholders  in  the  election  of 

'^^  wbera  for  the  city  of  Lichfield^  was  this,  that  the  six 

^^^"sons  therein  firstly  named  claimed  the  right  of  voting 

^   ^^spect  of  one  and  the  same  freehold  house,  and  tfM 

^^^  conveyance  to  those  persons  was  void  under  the 

P^'ovisions  of  the  act  7  &  8  ^.  3.  c.  25.    That  statute 

^OL.  I.  X 
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1845.       enacts  that  **  all  conveyances,  in  order  to  miiltqpl; 

M  BSHALL~  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^  ^P^'^  ^"^  divide  the  interest  in  any  houses^ 
^^  or  lands  among  several  persons,  to  enable  them  to  vot^e 

at  elections  of  members  to  serve  in  parliamenty  are 
thereby  declared  to  be  void  and  of  none  efiect" 

The  argument  before  us  proceeded  upcm  the  suppo* 
sition  that  tlie  fads  of  the  present  case  brought  it  within  ^ 

the  scope  and  operation  of  that  statute;  and  we  are  ^ 

called  upon  to  give  the  legal  construction  of  that  statute  ^ 

with  reference  to  the  abstract  question  whether  a  boni  ^ 

Jide  conveyance,  where  the  money  was  really  paid  by  ^ 

the.  purchaser,  and  there  was  no  secret  trust  or  reserva-  - 

tion  in  favour  of  the  seller,  but  where  the  object  of  the  s 

conveyance  was  to  multiply  voices  and  to  split  and  di-  ^ 

vide  the  interest,  fell  within,  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  ^t 

Whenever  that  question  comes  before  us  we  shall  be  ^ 

prepared  to  give  our  opinion  upon  it ;  but  as  we  think  jk 

the  facts  stated  in  this  case  do  not  raise  the  question,  it  .^.l 
would  be  premature  to  do  so  on  the  present  occasion*  « a. 
For  we  think  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  statute  is»  that,  ^^^ 
in  order  to  make  the  conveyance  void,  the  setter  must  .=9^ 
be  party  or  privy  to  the  illegal  object  intended  by  the  ^^e 
conveyance ;  for  it  would  indeed  seem  to  be  an  un-  —  m- 
reasonable  consequence,  and  one  which  could  never  have  ^^"^e 
been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  legislature,  that  n^w  a 
person  who  sold  property  bon&Jlde  to  several  persons  as< 
purchasers,  having  no  intention  himself  to  evade 
statute,  and  ho  knowledge  of  any  such  object  or 
on  the  part  of  the  purchasers,  should  afterwards, 
at  any  distance  of  time,  find  the  conveyance  vdd,  th^.tf^'ke 
land  tlirown  back  upon  his  hands,  and  himself  liaUe  t^K^  ^ 
refund  the  purchase  money,  on  account  of  its 
been  subsequently  discovered  that  the  porcfaase 
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made  by  the  several  persons  to  whom  it  was  conveyedf  1845. 
in  order  to  split  and  divide  the  interest  and  to  multiply  j^^^^^ 
"votes.  And  the  necessity  of  this  privity  and  intention  ^^L 
on  the  part  of  the  seller  appears  further  from  the  sub* 
sequent  statute,  10  Ann.  c.  23.,  which  after  reciting  the 
aftatute  of  fV.  S.,  and  that  the  subsequent  statute  was 
XMde  for  the  more  effectual  preventing  such  undue 
practices,  proceeds  to  make  provisions  for  cases  in  which 
the  object  of  the  conveyance  cannot  but  be  known  td 
the  party  who  conveys  the  estate ;  and  is  still  further 
evident  firom  the  statute  53  6.  3.  r.  49.,  which  enacts 
that  a  devise  made  for  the  same  purpose  shall  be  taken 
to  be  a  conveyance  within  the  meaning  of  the  former 
statutes.  Now  looking  at  the  case  before  us,  there  is 
not  only  no  statement  of  the  fact,  but  no  reason  to  infer 
the  &ct,  that  the  former  proprietors  of  the  house,  who 
were  the  conveying  parties,  had  any  knowledge  what- 
ever of  the  object  for  which  the  house  was  purchased  at 
the  time  they  executed  the  conveyance  to  the  six  claim- 
ants. Gorton  contracted  in  his  own  name  with  the  pro- 
prietors for  the  purchase  of  the  house,  such  proprietors. 
so  far  as  appears,  not  having  any  knowledge  whatever 
of  any  of  the  six  persons  to  whom  the  conveyance  was 
afterwards  made,  before  the  actual  execution  of  the 
conveyance.  Then,  Gorton,  as  it  is  stated,  after  enter- 
ing into  the  contract,  bondjide  sold  the  house  to  Bown 
and  the  five  other  claimants ;  and  all  that  was  done  by 
the  proprietors  was,  that,  upon  the  request  of  Gorton^ 
they  executed  the  conveyance  to  such  new  purchasers. 

And  as  to  the  argument  urged  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  that  Gorton  may  be  considered  as  the  vendor, 
and  the  conveyance  taken  to  be  his  conveyance  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  it  appears  a  sufficient  answer^ 
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1845.        that,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  there  is  no  proof 

Marshall  ^^^^  ^^  ^"^  ^"y  thing  to  convey,  or  even  that  he  was  a 
party  to  the  conveyance  which  is  contended  to  be  void 
under  the  statute. 

As  the  case,  therefore,  seems  to  us  not  to  be  brought 
within  the  statute,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  objection 
taken  biefore  the  revising  barrister  never  properly  arose; 
and,  therefore,  without  giving  any  opinion  upon  the 
merits  of  that  objection,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the 
names  of  the  six  claimants  in  respect  of  the  first  pur- 
chase, and  of  the  five  claimants  in  respect  of  the  second 
purchase  (which  was  made  under  circumstances  pre- 
cisely similar  with  the  first)  were  rightly  retained  on  the 
list. 

We  therefore  give  our  judgment  for  the  respondent. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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EASTER  TERM. 
AXTEB,  Appellant,  and  Newman,  Respondent,      ^pru^o. 

HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  against  the  decis.oa  Lmui  wus 

of  Percival  A,  Pickerings  Esq.,  the   barrister  ap-  fuiiiDg'miU 

ointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the  West  Riding  ^  6tted*up*°' 

f   Yorkshire,  who  stated  the  following  case  for  the  ^^foT^oITi^' 

pinion  of  the  Court :  —  contributed  \yj 

*  a  large  number 

The  claimants,  Bateman,  BrooJcbanJc,  and  thirty-five  of  persons.  By 

.  .         *  general  part- 

ther  persons,  joined  many  other  persons  in  forming  nershipdeed 

1.  1     .n  1  1    .  .        the  land  was 

^  partnership  to  bmld  and  carry  on  their  respective  conveyed  to 

trades  in  a  mill,  which  was  built  in  manner  hereinafter  their  heirs,  and 

vnentioned.     Money  was  subscribed  by  all  the  partners,  Jh^^S^Ui " 

part  of  which  was  appropriated  to  buy  freehold  lands,  P"*^*^*^^J® 

xvhich  were  conveyed  unto  and  to  the  use  of  certain  management  of 

"  the  trade  car- 

trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns  absolutely.     Other  part  ned  on  by  the 

subscribers. 

of  the  money  was  appropriated  to  build  the  said  mill      The  concerns 

upon  such  lands,  and  the  remainder  of  the  said  money  were  managed 

'^as  appropriated  to  buy  machinery,  &c.  for  the  purpose  apTOintSTby 

of  the  mill.     By  a  general  partnership  deed,  executed  ^iJI^JJJ^nd  ^^ 

l)y  the  said  trustees,  the  above  claimants,  and  all  the  fomnuttee  were 

^  m  the  occupa- 

otber  partners,  the  trust  of  the  freehold  lands  so  con-  tionofthemill 

and  premises* 

^eyed  to  the  said  trustees  as  aforesaid,  and  of  the  said  and  employed 

senrants  to 
work  it. 

The  partnersbip  deed  declsred,  that  tlie  lands,  mill,  &c.  should  be  deemed  and  con* 
sidercd  as  or  in  the  nature  of  personal  estate,  and  not  real  estate,  and  should  be  held  in 
truit  for  the  parties  thereto,  as  part  of  their  partnership  stock  in  trade.  It  also  provided 
that  the  land,  &c.  should  be  liable  to  the  claims  for  indemnity,  &c.  of  the  committee  and 
trostees.  ^ 

HM^  that  as  there  was  no  trust  which  was  absolutely  incompatible  with  the  existence  of 
a  present  equitable  freehold  interest  in  the  premises,  in  the  several  shareholders,  such  equit- 
•ble  interest  might  be  considered  as  vested  in  them,  and  the  value  of  their  shares  leing 
soiBcienf,  conferred  a  vote  on  each  of  them. 

The  trustees  bad,  under  the  powers  given  by  the  deed,  borrowed  money  for  the  purposes 
of  the  mlU,  for  which  they  had  given  bonds  and  notes  in  their  own  names.  Hdd^  that  the 
Honcj  td  bofTowcd  had  not  the  effect  of  a  mortgage  on  the  shares. 

X  8 
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1845.       mill  then  to  be  built,  the  machinery  and  every  thing 
belonging  or  appertaining  to  the  said  lands,  mill,  and 
premises,  were  declared  to  be  that  the  said  joint  con- 
cern, trade,  and  business,  should  at  all  times  during  the 
continuance  of  the  copartnership,   be  conducted  and 
carried  on  in  the  names  of  the  trustees,  and  the  sur- 
vivors and  survivor  of  them ;  *^  and  that  all  and  singular 
the  estates,  property,  goods,  chattels,  and  effects  be- 
longing, or  which  shall  belong  to,  or  which  have  been 
and  shall  from  time  to  time  be  purchased  by  or  for  or 
on  account  of  the  said  partnership,  or  for  carrying  on 
the  said  joint  concern,  trade,  or  business,  shall  be  con- 
veyed, transferred,   delivered,   and    assigned    to,    and 
vested  in  such  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being, 
who  shall  at  all  times  stand  seised  or  possessed  thereof^ 
and  interested  therein,  upon  trust,  for  the  benefit  of 
themselves  and  their  partners  in  the  said  joint  concern, 
as  part  of  their  partnership  joint  stock  in  trade/'     And 
that  all  contracts,  dealings,  sales,  purchases,  payments, 
receipts,  bills,  notes,  drafts,  orders,  securities,  actions, 
suits,  proceedings,  matters,  and  things  whatsoever,  for 
or  on  account  or  in  respect  or  relating  to  the  said  joint 
trade,  should  be  and  be  carried  on  in  the  names   of 
such   trustees  or   trustee  for  the   time  being.     There 
were  also  other  provisions  in  the  said  deed  in  the  words 
following :  ^^  That  at  all  times,  and  from  time  to  time 
during  this  copartnership,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to 
and  for  the  trustees  for  the  time  being,  at  the  request 
and  by  the  direction  of  three-fourth  parts  in  value  of 
the  partners  who  shall  be  present,  either  in  person  or 
by  proxy,  at  any  general  meeting  to  be  held  after  ten 
days'  previous  notice  thereof  in  writing,  to  be  affixed 
on  the  principal  door  of  the  said  mill  by  the  committee 
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br  the  time  betng,  to  take  up,  borrow,  and  raise,  upon  1845. 
lie  credit  of  the  joint  trade,  or  by  or  upon  mortgage  or 
ilher  securi^  of  all  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  stock, 
iroperty,  estate,  or  efiTects  of  and  belonging  to  the  said 
opartnership^  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  be 
employed  in  the  said  joint  trade,  as  such  three-fourth 
Murts  of  the  said  partners  at  such  last  above-mentioned 
ir  any  other  general  meeting  to  be  held  in  like  manner 
(bmll  order  or  direct ;  and  that  each  and  every  of  the 
Aid  parties  hereto^  his,  her,  and  their  executors,  admi- 
liatrators,  and  assigns,  shall  and  will  pay  his,  her,  and 
lieir  share  of  every  sum  and  sums  of  money  which  shall 
le  so  taken  up,  borrowed,  and  raised,  in  proportion  to 
lie  number  of  shares  he,  she,  or  they  shall  hold  in  the 
laid  joint  trade.  And  it  is  hereby  agreed  and  declared 
iiat  the  said  lands  contracted  to  be  purchased  as  afore- 
nud,  and  the  mill  and  other  buildings  which  have  been 
emd  shall  be  erected  and  built  thereon,  and  all  other  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  which  shall  or  may  be  pur- 
chased by,  with,  or  out  of  the  copartnership  joint  stock 
monies  and  effects,  and  be  received  in  exchange,  skall  be 
deemed  and  considered  as  or  in  the  natitre  of  personal  estate^ 
and  not  real  estate^  and  shall  be  held  in  trust  for  the  said 
several  parlies  hereto  respectively,  and  their  respective 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  as  part  of  their 
partnership  stock  in  trade,  in  the  same  parts,  shares, 
and  proportions,  as  they  are  and  from  time  to  time  shall 
be  interested  in  or  entitled  to  the  partnership  stock  in 
trad^  monies,  and  effects.  And  it  is  hereby  provided, 
declared,  and  agreed,  that  the  person  or  persons  who 
Aall  advance  or  pay  any  money  to  the  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  cc^artnership  or 
eompany,  their  or  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators, 
cnr  assigns,  or  to  thdr  or  his  agent  or  agents,  or  any 
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lected  oh  the  committee  of  the  said  copartnership,  and        1845. 
-^ery  of  them,  also  all  and  every  the  present  and  future        baote 
rustees  or  trustee  thereof,  and  their  respective  h  eirs,  ex 
tttors,  and  administrators,  shall  now  and  always  stand 
nd  be  indemnified  and  saved  harmless  by  the  copartner- 
hip  in  and  for  all  lawful  acts,  deeds,  and  transactions 
one,  performed,  and  executed  in  pursuance  and  by 
irtue  of  these  presents,  and  the  land,  stock,  property, 
and  eflRscts,  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  company 
r  copartnership,  shall  in  the  first  place  be  appropriated 
d  applied,  and  the  same  is  and  are  hereby  declared 
"to  be  subject  and  liable  to  indemnify,  exonerate,  and 
discharge  them,  and  every  of  them,  of,   from,  and 
.jigainst  all  actions,  suits,  and  prosecutions  whatsoever, 
iuid  also  to  reimburse  them  the  said  committee,  trustees, 
and  trustee,  and  every  of  them,  for  the  time  being,  their 
and  every  of  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
estateSf  and  effects,  all  such  costs,  charges,  expenses, 
and  demands,  as  shall  or  may  happen  to  arise  to  them 
or  any  of  them,  or  which  they  or  any  of  them  shall 
reasonably  expend,  sustain,  or  be  put  unto ;  and  also 
subject  and  liable  to  such  a  reasonable  allowance  to  the 
said  committee  for  their  loss  of  time  as  a  majority  of  the 
said  partners  shall  adjudge,  in,  for,  and  concerning  the 
trusts  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  on  the  execution  or 
performance  thereof." 

The  said  mill  was  built  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
partnership  deed,  and  the  business  and  trades  were 
carried  on  therein  in  manner  following :  — 

The  concerns  of  the  company  were  managed  by  a 
committee  appointed  by  a  general  meeting  of  share- 
holders, and  the  committee  were  in  the  occupation  of 
the  mill  and  premises,  and  employed  servants  to  work 
it.    The  mill  was  used  for  the  purpose  of  fulling  cloth. 


V  . 
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1845.        The  shareholders  did  not  carry  on  one  trade  jointfy 
^^^^       together,  but  each  shareholder  broaght  his  own  cloth  to 
J,  ^'  be  fuUed  at  the  mill.    If  any  other  person,  who  was  not 

a  shareholder,  brought  doth  to  be  fulled  at  the  mill,  be 
was  charged  a  certain  sum  for  the  use  of  the  mill,  whidi 
was  paid  to  the  committee;  and  every  shareholder  who 
brought  cloth  to  be  fulled  at  the  mill  was  debited  with 
the  same  sum  proportionably  for  the  amount  of  cloth 
which  he  had  fulled  at  the  mill,  in  the  general  annual 
settlement  of  the  profits  arising  from  the  use  of  the  mill. 
The  trustees  had,  under  the  powers  of  the  partnership 
deed,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  general  meeting  of 
the  shareholders,  borrowed  sums  of  money  Jbr  the  jmr» 
poses  of  the  miU^for  which  they  had  given  bonds  and  nates 
in  their  awn  names  only^  and  no  part  of  the  partnerskqf 
property  had  been  mortgaged.  The  personal  property  of 
the  company  was  greater  in  amount  than  the  sums  so 
borrowed  by  the  trustees,  and  was  sufficient  to  meet 
such  sums  and  interest  thereon,  and  all  other  liabilities 
incurred  by  the  company  or  by  the  trustees  in  their  be- 
half. The  amount  of  shares  possessed  by  each  of  the 
above  claimants  respectively  in  the  real  property  of  the 
company  was  sufficient  to  confer  a  vote,  provided  the 
interest  acquired  by  such  shares  could  be  considered  as 
an  interest  in  real  property ;  but  it  was  objected  before 
the  revising  barrister,  that  the  interest  acquired  by  the 
above  claimants  as  the  owners  of  shares  was  only  an  in* 
terest  in  personalty. 

With  regard  to  the  above  claimants,  Jonas  Bateman 
and  John  Brookbank,  it  was  also  objected  that  the 
money  so  borrowed  by  the  trustees  on  bonds  and  notes 
as  aforesaid,  should  be  considered  as  a  mortgage  on  the 
real  property  of  the  company,  and  that  such  sums,  with 
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of  tbeargumen.  in  that  case,  **  Though  the  sharehdden 
may  have  the  profits,  the  corporation  may  have  the  in- 
terest in  the  land,  and  not  the  shareholders.**  And 
Parke  B*  put  hypothetically  the  very  case  which  is  now 
before  the  Court,  saying,  '^  Suppose  lands  to  have  been 
purchased  for  the  purpose  of  an  undertaking,  and  to 
have  been  conveyed  to  certain  parties,  who  execute  a 
deed  of  trust,  upon  trust  to  divide  the  surplus  profits 
among  the  original  subscribers ;  would  their  having  the 
surplus  profits  give  the  original  subscribers  any  estate 
in  the  land  ?  It  appears  to  me  that  the  company  are  as 
distinct  from  the  proprietors  of  shares  as  one  man  is 
from  another.**  By  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parliament 
every  shareholder  became  a  member  of  the  corporation ; 
but  the  Court  held,  nevertheless,  that  the  shares  were 
personal  estate.  The  present  is  a  much  stronger  casey 
because  here  the  legal  estate  is  conveyed  to  the  trustees 
absolutely,  while  in  Bligh  v.  Brent  (a)  the  legal  estate 
was  vested  in  the  corporation,  of  which  the  shareholders 
were  members.  The  authority  of  that  case  was  recog- 
nised in  Bradley  v.  Hcidstoorih.  {b)  It  is  submUted» 
therefore,  that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Martin  for  the  respondent.  The  interest  of  the 
shareholders  in  the  property  is  an  interest  in  real^. 
All  the  property  is  either  land  or  something  that  is 
fixed  to  the  land ;  and  the  law  will  not  allow  parties 
to  alter  the  nature  of  property  by  a  declaration  in  a 
deed  that  its  nature  shall  be  considered  different  from 
that  which  it  is.  A  testator  may  alter  the  distribution 
of  his  assets,  but,  as  Lord  Tenterden  C  J.  observed^  in 

(6)  9U.tw.isa. 
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.JBarker  ▼•  May  (a),  it  is  quite  clear  that  he  cannot  alter  ]  8i5k 
m.he  legal  character  of  the^properly,  by  directing  that  it  Z  j[ 
^lall  be  considered  part  of  his  personal  estate.    [Cress^      ^,  "' 

*  *  NxmcAV. 

^neU  3.    I  do  not  suppose  that  will  be  disputed  by  the 
other  side.     The  argument  for  the  appellant  is,  that  the 
shareholders  never  had  the  land.]     It  is  submitted  that 
"they  are  in  actual  possession,  through  the  committee 
appointed  by  themselves,  who,  as  the  case  finds,  occupy 
the  mill,  and  manage  the  business  carried  on  there. 
Each  shareholder  has  a  right  to  go  upon  the  land,  and 
to  full  his  doth  at  the  mill,  and  the  profits  which  he 
derives  therefirom  are  sufficient  in  amount  to  entitle  him 
to  the  franchise.      The  case   resembles    that  of  .two 
farmers  building  a  barn,  and  threshing  their  corn  there 
in  common.     Bligh  v.  BretU  {b\  therefore,  is  quite  dis« 
tioguishable.      Where  land  belongs  to  a  corporation, 
the  individual  members  of  the  corporation  are  neither 
legally  nor  equitably  interested  in  the  land.  [^CresmeUJ. 
In  BUgh  V.  Brent  {b)  it  is  said  by  Parke  B.  (c),  <'  The 
Corporation  is   separate  from   the  members.    If  the 
stock  were  assigned  to  a  third  person  as  a  trustee,  he 
Mrould  have  the  same  interest  as  the  corporation.    All 
Che  subscribers  have  to  do  is,  to  receive  the  net  profits.'* 
*Xhat  seems  to  be  not  unlike  the  present  case.]    The 
^>pinion  there  expressed  was  extra-judicial.     In  the  fol- 
lowing page  of  the  report  Lord  Abinger  C.  B.  observes, 
^*  If  a  joint  stock  company  purchase  property,  each 
Individual  shareholder  has  an  interest  in  it,  but  the 
mnoment  the  company  becomes  a  corporation,  the  cor- 
poration have  the  property  in  trust  for  the  individuals.'* 
XPresnellJ.   Lord  Abinger  seems,  in  saying  this,  to 

(a)  9B.^  a  494.  (6)  2  F.  j*  C.  868. 

(c)  P.  S79. 
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1845.       have  agreed  with  Mr.  Baron  Parke.']     If,  instead   of 
^j^^^       building  a  mill  on  land,  a  number  of  parties  were  to 
^^  ^-  bay  land  and  lay  down  a  railway^  which  they  might  do 

without  obtaining  an  act  of  pariiamenti  they  would  not 
the  less  be  seised  of  the  land,  because  by  conveying  pas* 
sengers  and  goods  along  the  line  they  received  large  an* 
nual  profits.  But,  in  Bradley  v.  Holdsworth  (a),  which  b 
relied  upon  by  the  other  sidci  there  was  an  express 
clause  in  the  act  of  parliament,  under  the  authority  of 
which  a  railway  company  in  that  case  was  formedf 
declaring  that  the  shares  should  be  deemed  personal 
estate,  and  be  transmissible  as  such.  That  case,  there* 
fore,  has  no  application.  He  referred  to  Ex  parie 
Vauxhall  Bridge  Company  (6);  Ex  parte  Lancatter 
Canal  Company  {c)  ;  Buckeridge  v.  Ingram  (d) ;  and 
T&amshend  v.  Ash.  {e) 

22.  C.  Hildyard  repUed.  It  has  been  admitted  that 
the  shareholders  have  no  legal  estate,  and  the  question 
is,  whether  they  are  seised  in  equity.  The  language  of 
the  deed,  when  speaking  of  the  interest  which  the  share<» 
holders  are  to  have  in  the  property,  evidently  applies 
only  to  personal  estate.  At  all  events,  if  the  money 
borrowed  by  the  trustees  can  be  treated  as  a  mortgage 
upon  the  property,  Bateman  and  Brookbank  will  be  dia- 
qualified,  as  the  value  of  their  shares  would  not  be  snffi-^ 
cient,  in  that  event,  to  confer  a  vote. 

TiNOAL  C.  J.    We  will  consider  this  case.    It  is  one 

of  great  importance. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

(a)  3  Af.  ^  fr.  422.  (Jf)  \  GL  i  Jam.  101. 

(c)  MmU.  i  BUgkf  112.  {d)  2  Tct.  job.  651. 

(0  3  Atk.  SS6. 
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'iMDAL  C  J.  now  delivered  the  jadgment  of  the       1845. 

Coiart    In  this  case,  there  were  thirty-seven  persons       bamwi 

wlmo  daimed  the  riirht  of  votinir  for  the  West  Ridtnir  of      ^,  ^'' 

the  conoty  of  York^  in  respect  of  a  qualification  described 

opon  the  list  as  **  freehold  shares  in  a  milli  houses  and 

lanci.^*     The  revising  barrister  found  that  the  amount 

of  sfaares  possessed  by  each  of  the  claimants  in  the  real 

property  of  the  company  was  sufficient  to  confer  a  vote^ 

provided  the  interest  acquired  by  the  shares  could  be 

cooaidered  as  an  interest  in  the  real  property.    The 

objeotion  taken  before  him  was,  that  the  interest  acquired 

oy  time  several  claimants^  as  owners  of  such  sharesi  was 

^^  ixmterest  in  personalty  only,  and  not  in  land ;  but  the 

^^c^i&ing  barrister  overruled  this  objection,  as  well  *a8 

^^otl^er,  which  applied  solely  to  the  cases  of  two  of  the 

claidcmantSy  Bateman  and  Brookbank^  to  which  objecUon 

^^  sliall  afterwards  advert,  and  allowed  the  votes  of  all 

^^  ^tlaimants.    And  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  revising 

^^^^^ister  was  right  in  his  decision,  and  that  the  votes  of 

^^  aeveral  claimants  ought  to  be  allowed. 

"Xlmt  the  claimants  took  no  legal  interest  in  the  real 

^^^^iierty  is  placed  beyond  doubt.    The  freehold  land 

^s  purchased  with  the  money  contributed  by  the  several 

^^'^^umants,  and  by  other  shareholders,  and  conveyed  to 

^^tistees  *^  unto  and  to  the  use  of  them,  their  heirs  and 

^^signs  absolutely,"  the  trusts,  subject  to  which  the 

^>astees  were  seised,  being  declared  by  the  C(^rtnership 

^^eed  subsequently  executed  by  the  trustees,  and  the 

^eyeral  members  of  the  copartnership  thereby  created. 

TXhe  only  question  therefore,  is,  whether  the  claimants 

^^jdce  such  an  equitable  interest  in  the  realty  as  will  by 

^nw  give  them  a  right  to  vote;  for,  under  the  provisions 

^Df  the  Stat  7&8  fV.S.;  18G.2.  r.l8.;  S  W.4t.c.^S.l 


2di8  EASTER  TERM, 

1S45.        and  6  Vid.c.  18*,  a  person  seised  in  equity  is  to  liave 
^j^j^^^       the  same  right  to  vote  as  if  he  had  the  seisin  in  law  of 
''-  a  freehold  estate  to  the  value  of  405.  by  the  year,  ac- 

cording  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  8  //•  6.  c.  7. 
And  the  ground  on  which  we  consider  these  claimants 
to  have  such  right  is  this :  that  the  property  of  which 
the  trustees  are  seised  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
shareholders  who  formed  the  copartnership  is  freehold 
land ;  that  the  copartners  by  their  committee  are  in  pos- 
session thereof;  that  the  trusts  declared  by  the  deed  are 
no  more  than  agreements  and  regulations  entered  into 
between  the  copartners  for  the  better  carrying  on  the 
joint  trade  by  means  of  such  land  and  the  mill  erected 
thereon ;  and  are  not  trusts  which  are  inconsistent  with 
an  equitable  seisin  of  the  freehold  in  the  copartners; 
and|  lastly,  that  it  is  found  by  tlie  revising  barrister  that 
the  amount  of  the  shares  of  each  of  the  claimants  in  the 
real  property  of  the  company  is  sufficient  in  value  to 
confer  a  vote. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  as  was  urged  at  the  bar,  that 
the  trusts  declared  by  the  copartnership  are  such  as  that 
a  court  of  equity  would  deal  with  the  real  property  as 
personalty,  so  far  as  was  necessary  to  carry  the  intention 
of  this  trading  copartnership  into  execution.  In  general 
there  can  be  no  question  but  that,  for  all  purposes  ne- 
cessary to  efiSectuate  the  intention  of  the  parties,  per- 
sonal estate  may  be  considered  as  real,  and  real  estate 
as  persona],  by  a  court  of  equity,  as  in  the  ordinary  in- 
stance of  money  agreed  or  directed  to  be  laid  out  in 
land;  and  so  in  the  instance  of  real  estate  under  an 
absolute  trust  or  direction  to  sell.  Against  this  general 
rule  our  decision  in  the  present  case  will  not  in  any  way 
militate.   .  But  notwithstanding  this  acknowledged  doc- 
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trine  of  the  courts  of  equity,  no  one  can  deny  that  the        1845. 
land  still  remains  land,  and  nothing  else ;  and  there  is       BAxxut 
no  authority  or  decision  that  for  the  collateral  purpose 
of  giving  a  vote,  which  has  no  bearing  on  or  reference 
^vrhatever  to  the  objects  of  the  deed  of  copartnership^ 
^he  right  of  the  cestui  que  trust  should  not  remain  just 
it  would  have  been  without  such  a  declaration  of 
.rust.     For,  as  to  the  declaration  by  the  copartners  in 
.he  deed,  ''that  the  lands  and  buildings  should  be 
^cjeemed  and  considered  as  and  in  the  nature  of  personal 
and  not  real  estate,"  we  think  the  generality  of  suck 
rords  must  necessarily  be  limited  by  the  subject-matter  of 
le  trusts  declared, by  the  deed,  and  that  they  can  extend 
10  further  than  the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  deed  re- 
|aire»    And  further,  we  think  it  may  be  considered  as  a 
rery  doubtful  question,  whether  the  private  agreement 
)f  parties,  or  any  authority  short  of  an  act  of  parliament, 
deprive  the  owners  of  the  freehold  of  the  right  of 
noting  for  members  of  parliament,  which  is  a  right  in- 
lierent  in  the  owners  of  the  freehold,  not  for  their  own 
benefit,  but  for  that  of  the  community  of  which  they 
form  a  part» 

But  however  that  may  be,  it  appears  to  us  such  right 
is  left  altogether  untouched  by  the  objects  and  purposes 
for  which  the  trusts  of  the  deed  now  under  consider* 
ation  are  created  and  declared.  This  deed  declares  no 
trust  whatever  of  the  freehold ;  but  as  it  appears  by  the 
statement  in  the  case,  that  the  land  was  purchased  with 
the  money  of  the  several  shareholders  or  copartners,  it 
follows  that  under  the  purchase  deed  there  was  a  re« 
salting  trust  as  to  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance  for 
their  benefit,  so  that  each  of  them  would  be  entitled  to 
his  share  in  the  beneficial  interest  therein,  proportioned 

VOL.  I.  Y 
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1845.        to  his  share  of  the  purchase  money.     The  partnership 

g^^^^       deed  does  not  alter  the  proportions  in  which  the  partners 

„  ^^  are  interested)  nor  does  it  confer  on  a  stranger  any  por* 

MKWMAll* 

tion  of  the  interest  in  the  land ;  it  only  r^ulates  the 
mode  in  which  the  property  is  to  be  managed  and  enjoyed 
according  to  the  quantity  of  interest  of  each  shareholder 
therein^  and  **  the  estate  ^  (to  use  the  language  of  Lord 
Eldon  in  the  case  ofCrawshay  v.  Matde  (a),  when  speaking 
of  a  freehold  estate  purchased  by  a  partnership  for 
trading  purposes),  **  though  personal  in  enjoyment,*'  Is 
^freehold  in  its  nature  and  quality;"  and  it  is  to  the 
nature  and  quality  of  the  estate  we  are  to  looki  and  not 
to  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  when  we  have  to  decide 
whether  it  confers  a  vote. 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  the 
case  of  Bligh  v.  Brent  (b)  was  an  authority  against  the 
claimants,  inasmuch  as  it  proved  that  the  shares  of  a 
company,  the  profits  whereof  were  derivable  from  land, 
were  personal  property,  not  real.  But  we  think  it  su^ 
ficient  to  advert  to  a  broad  ground  of  distinction  between 
that  case  and  the  present.  In  the  case  referred  to^  the 
company,  that  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks,  was  a  corpo« 
ration  created  by  an  act  of  parliament  and  a  charter  from 
the  crown,  of  which  the  individual  shareholders  were 
corporators.  The  whole  of  the  real  property  was  vested 
in  a  corporation  aggregate,  who  had  the  sole  manage- 
ment and  control  thereof  having  power  to  convert  it 
into  personalty,  or  back  again  into  realty  at  their  free 
pleasure,  the  individual  corporators  havingyas  individuals, 
no  more  interest  in  the  freehold  than  perfect  strangers, 
and  no  interest  in  the  surplus  of  profits  of  the  concern 

(a)  I  9»anti.  5S\.  (6)  2  T.  ^  a  SCS. 
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till    tkej  actuaUy  aroee*    In  the  present  ease  the  free*       1845. 
iiolci  it  in  tbe  tmstees  fi>r  the  benefit  of  individual  eo« 

m  a  trade  to  be  managed  and  conducted  bj  a 
niitlee  appointed  by  themselves.  In  many  other 
of  shareholders  in  joint  stock  companies^  where  the 
pany  has  been  incorporated  by  act  of  parliament, 
kgblatore  has  expressly  declared  that  the  shares 
be  deemed  personal  estate,  and  transmissible  as 
fti,  and  not  of  the  nature  of  real  property.  Such  was 
of  the  VauxhaU  Bridge  Company  (a),  and  of  the 
Canal  Company  (i),  and  others,  in  which  cases 
ifc  s^nay  well  be  conceded  that  there  could  be  no  freehold 
isr^-ft^^srest  in  the  several  shareholders,  so  as  to  entitle  them 
^^>  ^^^ote ;  whereas  in  the  case  before  us,  there  is  no  other 
Lvi  a  voluntary  declaration  by  the  parties  themselves 
^t  the  real  estate  shall  be  considered  as  personal. 
^CJpon  the  principle,  therefore,  that  the  land  and  mill 
It  thereon  are  the  basis  and  subject-matter  of  the 
€  out  of  which  the  profits  arise,  which  are  to  be  dis- 
rated among  the  shareholders ;  that  the  trusts  relate 
^i^lj  to  the  management  and  conduct  of  the  land  and 
^^^^llj  and  the  trade  carried  on  by  means  of  the  same; 
^ At  there  is  no  trust  declared  which  is  inconsistent  with 
^^  equitable  interest  in  the  freehold  in  the  respective 
*l>areholders ;  that  the  copartners  are  by  their  committee 
^  possession ;  and,  lastly,  that  the  value  of  each  man's 
^^<>e  is  suflScient  to  enable  him  to  vote ;  we  think  that 
^^  shareholders  had  an  equitable  seisin  in  a  sufficient 
to  enable  them  to  vote  for  the  county. 
to  the  objection  raised  against  the  right  of  the  two 
^^^^cular  claimants,  Bateman  and  Brookbank,  we  see 

O)  1  (72.  jr  Jam.  101.  (6)  Moni.  ^  BS^h,  118. 
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1 845.  no  groand  whatever  for  considering  the  money  borrowed 
BAxwi  '^y  ^®  trustees  on  bond  and  notes  as  having  the  effect  of 
a  mortgage  on  their  shares,  and,  indeed,  this  objection 
was  little  relied  on  in  the  argument*  Upon  the  whole, 
therefore,  we  think  the  decision  was  right,  and  ought  to 
be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 


Newman. 


CASES 


ARGUED   AND   DETERMINED  1845. 


IN   THE 


JC3URT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS 


UNDER  THE  STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18. 


IN 


3MICHAELMAS  TERM  AND  VACATION, 

IN  THE 

NINTH  YEAR  OP  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


Oxtcher,  Appellant,  and  Browne,  Respondent.    November  u, 

^^^OVE  moved  in  this  case,  and  seven  other  cases  of  Tbe  Court 
cippeal  from  the  decisions  of  the  revising  barrister  books  to^ 
t-lie  city  of  London^  for  leave  to  deliver  paper  books  j^gc^n%mcpro 
^^c  Judges.     The  appeals  in  question  had  been  en-  '"*?  ^*JJ? 
'^cl  in  time,  but  no  notice  had  been  siven  of  the  days  *^"  PTf"  ^** 

,  inlheafter- 

^vhich  the  Judges  would  bear  registration  appeals  noon  of  the 

^•^  7th  November 9 

^^  ^  late  in  the  afternoon  of  Friday^  the  7th  of  Naoember.  that  the  Court 
^  J^ondcy^  the  10th  of  November^  paper-books  bad  been  to  hear  regis- 
^^^red  to  the  Judges'  clerks,  who  had  refused  to  re-  onthe  is^* 
them,  as  the  first  of  the  days  appointed  for  hearing  ^^^'j^^ 
appeals  was  Thursday y  Naoember  ISth.     The  sUt.  ^"J,*^"!,**^' 


ict.  c.  18.  s,  60.  enacted  that  all  appeals  from  the  re-  dered  to  the 

.     ,  .  Judges' clerks 

^itig  barristers  should  be  prosecuted  according  to  the  on  the  loch 
^^^inary  rules  and  practice  of  the  Court  with  respect  to 
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1845. 


C110UCHX& 

T. 

Browiix. 


special  casesi  so  far  as  the  same  might  be  applicabl 
and  consequently  it  must  be  allowed  that  the  tender 
the  paper-books  on  Monday  was  not  strictly  within 
rule  of  practice  which  required  that  copies  of  s 
cases  should  be  delivered  to  the  Judges  four  clear  d 
before  the  day  appointed  for  the  argument.     ELe  s 
mitted,  however,  that  under  the  circumstances  suffici 
time  had  not  been  given  to  prepare  the  paper-bo(^' 
and  prayed  that  the  paper-books  might  be  deliverecS 
the  Judges'  clerks  nunc  pro  tunc. 

Application  granted  ( 


>f 


> 


(a)  AsHMORBy  Appellant,  and  Lees,  Respondent. 

Byki,  Serjt,  moved  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent,  for  leave  to  deli' 
his  paper-books  to  the  two  junior  puisne  judges  of  the  Court.  He  rel 
upon  the  same  circumstances  as  those  above  stated  in  the  principal  one. 

The  Court  granted  the  appli 


Nofmnber  13.         Pruen,  Appellant,  and  Cox,  Respondent. 


A  notice  of 
objection  truly 
described  the 
objector's  place 
of  abode  as 
•*  No.  398, 
High  Street, 
CheUenham,^ 
the  description 
of  it  in  the 
register  of 
voters  being 
«•  CS^^fiAam** 
only.     Held^ 
that  the  notice 
was  a  sufficient 
compliance 
with  the  form 
prescribed  by 
6  Vtct,  c  18. 
».  7. 


A  T  a  Court  held  before  Henry  Singer  Keatingf  Esq.9 
the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters 
for  the  eastern  division  of  the  county  ol  Gloucester^  John 
Surman  Cox  objected  to  the  name  of  JRayner  Winter^ 
boiham  being  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
parish  of  Cheltenham, 

The  notice  of  objection  was  duly  given  and  was  in 
the  proper  form ;  but  the  objector  described  his  place 
of  abode  as  "  No.  398^  High  Sireety  CheUenhamy"*  and 
as  in  the  register  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  CirencesUr*. 
The  name  of  the  objector  was  in  the  list  of  voters 
the  parish  of  Cirencester  in  the  said  division ;  but 


Cocit&ttroy  for  the  appellant.     The  question  for  the 

^^cision  of  the  Court  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  de- 

^^^'^ptiOD  in  a  notice  of  objection  of  the  objector's  place 

^^Hkle  must  be  the  same  as  that  which  appears  in  the 

^S^ter.     It  is  submitted  that  the  form  given  by  the 

6  Vict.  c.  18.  5.  7.  Schedule  (A)  No.  5^  points  to  the 

'elusion  that  they  ought  to  correspond  exactly.     The 

""^^  in  question  concludes  with  these  words :  **  (Signed) 


*  J5.  of  [^place  of  abode"}  on  the  register  of  voters  for 

^  parish  of ."    ^Maule  J.    In  the  Cirencester  list 

objector's  place  of  abode  is  described  to  be  ^<  Chel-' 

am^^  and  the  notice  of  objection  describes  it  as 

^^Aeltenhamj*  and  something  more,  namely,  "  No.  S98, 

k  Street.**     Titidal  C.3.   Your  complaint  seems  to 

that  the  appellant  was  blinded  with  excess  of  light.] 

^adsby  v.  Warburtoriy  as  reported  by  Messrs.  Barron 

Z  2 
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pljMTc^    €>f  abode  as  described  in  that  list  was  CheUenham        1845* 

only.        Cheltenham  is  a  parish  within  the  said  division,        ^naw 

and  JN'o.SM,  High  Street  is  within  the  said  parish  of 

Chel^^mham^  and  the  true  place  of  abode  of  the  objector. 

It    ^vas  contended  that  the  objector  ought  to  have 

omitted  <<  Nob  398,  High  Street "  in  the  description  of 

his   place  of  abode,  and  described  it  generally  ^  Chel» 

ten^£gm>  ^  only,  as  it  appeared  on  the  register  of  voters. 

Ilie  revising  barrister  thought  the  description  sufficient, 

Andy  tbe  voter  being  unable  to  prove  his  qualification, 

cxpun^red  his  name.    If  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that 

toe  hiirrister  was  wrong,  the  name  was  to  be  restored, 

A^    ^vell  as  the  names  of  sixty  other  persons,  which 

■^AQies  he  expunged  under  similar  circumstances,  and 

^nose  appeals  were  consolidated  with  that  in  the  prin- 
cipal 


Cox. 
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1S^5.  and  Amoldj  Maule  J.  is  represented  to  have  said'( 
p^^^  "In  the  form  given  in  the  schedule,  the  words  *pla 
^^^  of  abode  *  are  in  a  parenthesis  after  the  signature  of    i 

party  giving  the  notice,  to  shew  that  the  place  of  I 
abode  is  required  to  be  inserted.  And  it  seems  to  i 
that  the  meaning  of  this  form  is,  that  it  should  be  js 
place  of  abode  as  inserted  in  the  register^  in  order 
shew  that  the  objector  is  on  the  list  of  voters,  it  bei^ 
absolutely  necessary  that  the  place  of  abode  of  eve^ 
party  entitled  to  vote  should  be  on  the  registeri^ 
Erie  J.  also  observed  (i),  "  I  am  even  inclined  to  thin 
that  if  the  objector  retained  the  same  place  of  abode 
'  and  purposely  changed  the  description  of  it  in  thi 
notice  of  objection,  by  adding  the  parish  or  any  othei 
particular,  it  might  be  invalid."  lErle  J.  I  meant,  u 
saying  so,  such  an  additional  particularity  as  woul< 
create  confusion,  and  mislead  the  party  objected  to ;  no 
such  as  gives  him  additional  light*  Maule  J.  The  Ian 
giiage  of  the  seventh  section  of  the  act  requires  that  th 
notice  of  objection  shall  be  according  to  the  form  in  th 
schedule,  or  « to  the  like  effect"  Tindal  C.  J.  Th 
notice,  as  it  now  stands,  is  to  the  same  effect  as  if  th 
objector  had /signed  his  name  "of  CheltenTiam^*  an^ 
then  had  added,  in  a  parenthesis  at.  the  bottom,  ^*  Nc 
398,  High  Streetr^ 

ByUs  Serjt.  (with  whom  was  G/yjw),  for  the  responc 
ent,  was  not  called  upon  by  the  Court. 

Per  curiam  ; 

Decision  affirmed,  with  cosll 

(rt)  Vol.  I.  p.  279.  {&)  Id.  p.  281.     See  S,  C  mnl^  p.  IS 
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1845. 


:roN,  Appellant,  and  Ashley,  Respondent.     November  17. 


\^  ^^IS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
"Gliomas  Brosj  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 
«^y  ^rUchJleld. 

-^t,  the  Court  of  revision*  fF///f am  Barton  objected  to 

^^  n^me  of  Tkomas  Ashley  being  retained  on  the  list  of 

P®*'^oris  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for 

^*^    oity.     The  objector  duly  proved  the  service  of  a 

''^ticr^  of  objection  upon  the  said   Thomas  Ashley  ac- 

^••cJing  to  the  form  No.  11,  in  Schedule  (B)  of  stot. 

^  ^^^cL  c.  18.|  and  he  also  gave  in  evidence  and  proved 

^"^   Service  of  a  notice  of  objection  upon  the  overseers 

^^  ^he  parish  of  SU  Michael^  in  the  list  of  which  parish 

con  tuning  the  names  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the 

^leo^ion  of  members  of  parliament  for  the  said  city,  by 

^***^^»^  of  the  provisions  of  stat.  2  W.^.  c.  45.,  the  name 

^^  ^1^^  said  Thomas  Ashley  appeared  as  follows;  that  is 

^wmy,  "  The  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the 

®^^^^ion  of  members  for  the  city  of  Lichfield  in  respect 

^      P^  ^operty  occupied  within  the  parish  of  &L  Michael^ 

y   '^^irtue  of  an  act  passed  in  the  second  year  of  the 

'^*S^^  of   WiUiam  the  Fourth,   entitled,   «  An  Act  to 

^irsd  the  Representation  of  the  People  in  England  and 


In  dtict  or 
boroughs  where 


OVi 

required  to 
make  out  two 
lists  of  Toteriy  a 
notice  of  ob- 
jection to  the 
orencenmust 
specify  tlie  par- 
ticular list  to 
which  the  ob- 
jection refinsy 
eYen  when  the 
name  of  the 
party  objected 
to  appears  in 
one  list  only. 


?5. 


»M 


Name 
taiftiU. 


«y,  Thomas. 


Place  of  Abode. 


Grecnhill. 


Nature  of 
Qualification. 


House. 


Street,  Lane,  or  like 
Place  in  thii  ParUh, 
Number  of  House 
where  the  Property  ii 
situated. 


Greenhill. 


z  3 
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1845*  1*^6  last-mentioned  notice  of  objection  was   in  the 

B^^TO^       following  words :  —  "  Notice  of  objection  to  the  over- 

AsHLET.       ^®®^®  ^^  ^®  parish  of  St.  Michael^  in  the  city  of  Uch" 

Jield :  I  hereby  give  you  notice^  that  I  object  to  the 

name  i^l  Thomas  Ashley  being  retained  in  the  list  of 

persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for 

the  city  of  Lichfield,     Dated  this  25th  day  of  August 

1845.     Signed,  William  Barton^  of  Staxe  Sireetj  Uch'' 

fieldj  on  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  city  of  lAchfiddr 

In  the  city  of  Lichfield  it  is  the  duty  of  the  overseers 
of  the  several  parishes,  and  amongst  the  rest  of  the 
said  parish  of  St.  Michael^  to  make  oat  and  publish 
two  separate  lists  of  persons  entitled  to  vote   in  the 
election  of  members  for   the  said  city:  the  one,  in 
respect  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of 
members  for  the  said  city  in  respect  of  property  oc- 
cupied within  the  said  parish  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
visions of  Stat.  2  W.  4.  c,  45. ;  and  the  other,  of  per- 
sons not  being  freemen  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election 
of  members  for  the  said  city  in  respect  of  any  right 
other  than  those  conferred  by  the  said  last-mentioned 
statute.    The  name  of  the  said  Thomas  Ashley  only  ap- 
peared on  the  first-mentioned  list  of  voters,  namely, 
the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  by  reason  of  the  pro- 
visions of  Stat.  2  W.  4.  r.  45.,  and  did  not  appear  on  the 
other  list  made  out  and  published  by  the  overseers.     In 
the  list  of  objections  published  by  the  overseers,  the 
said   Thomas  Asldey  was  described  as  in  the  original 
list  herein-before  set  forth.     It  was  objected,  on  the 
part  of  the  said  Tfiomas  Ashley^  that  the  said  notice  of 
objection  served  on  the  overseers  was  insufficient,  as  it 
did  not  comply  with  the  directions  given  in  Schedule 
(B)  No.  10,  of  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  there  being  two  lists 


Urt  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  notice  was 
^^^cient,  the  name  of  the  said  Thomas  Ashley  was  to 
^^  expunged  from  the  register  of  voters  for  the  said 
^^ty,  otherwise  to  be  retained  thereon. 

Kinglahe  Seijtr  for  the  appellant    The  decision  of 
the  revising  barrister  was  wrong.     It  is  contended  that 
the  notice  of  objection  served  on  the  overseers  was  a 
virtual  compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  the  stat 
6  Vid.  c.  18.  5. 17.    The  ISth  section  of  the  same  statute 
directs  the  overseers  to  make  out  two  lists  of  voters  in 
any  ci^  or  borough  where  persons,  not  being  freemen, 
are  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  other  rights  reserved 
by  the  33d  section  of  the  Reform  Act.     The  17th  sec- 
tion of  the  Registration  Act  then  provides,  that  parties 
objecting  shall  give  a  notice  to  the  overseers  according 
to  the  form  No.  (10),  Schedule  (B),  or  to  tlie  like  effect ; 
and  the  objection  raised  to  the  validity  of  the  notice  in 

z  4 


AtHLIT. 
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of  vot:^irs  made  out  by  the  overseers  in  that  parish,  and        1845. 

*^  «^otice  not  specifying  the  particular  list  to  which  the       bI«wii 

objeo^ion  referred.     The  revising  barrister  held   the       ^^J; 

notice     ^o  be  informal  and  insufficient  for  that  reason  ; 

^^    the  said  Thomas  Ashley  was  present,  and  then 

^^''^^^^^tcd  that  the  proof  of  his  qualification  should  be 

S9^^  ioto^  subject  to  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the 

^^  Notice  of  objection^  he  proceeded  to  call  evidence 

^^^t>port  of  his  right  to  have  his  name  retained  in  the 

^^    list,  but  failed  to  prove  the  same.     The  question 

^^«  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether,  upon  the  facts 

'  v^  stated^  the  above  notice  of  objection  to  the  overseers 

^^^said  parish  o(St.  Michael  was  or  was  not  sufficient 

^^  to  call  upon  the  said  Thomas  Ashley  to  prove  his 

^^  to  have  his  name  retained  in  the  said  list.     If  the 
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1845;  this  case  is,  that  the  objector  has  not  complied  with  the 
Barton  directions  contained  in  the  note  at  ithe  bottom  of  the 
AtHLXT  ^^^^  (^'»  which  states  that  if  there  be  more  than  one  list 
of  voters,  the  notice  of  objection  should  specify  the  list 
to  which  the  objection  refers.  It  is  submitted,  how- 
ever, that  such  a  specification  is  not  necessary,  unless  the 
name  of  the  party  objected  to  appears  in  both  lists,  which 
is  not  the  case  here.  The  name  of  the  respondent  ap- 
pears only  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  as  occu- 
piers. Before  the  statute  of  Victoria  passed,  the  form 
of  the  notice  of  objection  to  be  served  upon  the  over- 
seers was  quite  general  (i),  although  the  overseers  were 
equally  bound  to  make  out  two  separate  lists  in  cases 
like  the  present,  and  it  should  seem  that  the  words  *'  or 
to  the  like  effect"  in  the  17th  section  of  the  Registration 
Act  render  a  strict  compliance  with  the  form  given  by 
that  section  unnecessary ;  Gadsby  v.  Warbttrtoiu  (c) 

The  form  in  the  schedule  is  only  directory.  In  Wan- 
sey  V.  Perkins  (Quiglei/s  Case)  (d),  it  was  held  that  where 
the  overseers  only  make  out  the  list  of  householders  in 
their  own  parish,  a  notice  of  objection  to  them  need  not 
specify  the  list  (though  there  may  be  more  than  one)  to 
which  the  objection  refers;  upon  the  ground  that  the 
notice  can  only  apply  to  the  qualification  situate  in  the 
parish  of  which  they  are  overseers.  The  principle  of 
that  decision  is  applicable  to  the  present  case,  because 
the  name  of  the  respondent  was  in  one  only  of  the  two 
lists  which  the  overseers  had  made  out,  and  they  could 
not  doubt  for  a  moment  thac  the  objection  was  intended 
to  refer  to  the  list  in  which  his  name  appeared  as  that  of 

(a)  Antd,  p.  240. 

(fr)  Sec  the  form  (No.  5),  Schedule  (I)  of  sUt  2  W.  4.  c.  45. 

(c)  Anlc,  p.  1 36. 

id)  Ant^,  p.  235. 


f 
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a  person  qualified  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  occupation        1845. 
of  fiiroperty  within  the  parish  of  St.  Michael.     Again,  in       g^^^^^    ' 
V.  House  (a),  which  was  a  case  in  which  the  over-       ,  ^* 

^  ASBLXT. 

made  out  two  lists,  one  of  householders,  and  one 

potwallers,  it  was  held  that  the  interpolation  of  the 

ls  *^  as  householders  "  did  not  vitiate  a  notice  of  ob- 

I,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  party  objected  to 

been  misled  by  the  introduction  of  those  words. 

r,  it  is  submitted  that  not  only  was  it  impossible 

Vhe  overseers  to  have  been  misled,  but  that  they  in 

acted  upon  the  notice,  and  published  the  name  of 

the     party  objected  to  in  the  way   in   which  it  would 

l^s^v^  been   published   if  the   notice   of  objection  had 

ifically  stated   that  the  objection   referred  to  the 

ipiers'  list.     [Matde  3.     Then  you  would  say  that 

'^    *^   not  necessary  to  prove  the  service  of  the  notice  of 

*t>j action  before  the  revising  barrister.]     Not  if  the  name 

^^  ^fce  party  objected  to  has  been  duly  published  by  the 

^'^^^arseers.     [^MauleJ.     The  fortieth  section  of  the  Re- 

&***"•£.  oration  Act  provides  that  a  person  whose  name  ap- 

F^^«*-Ts  in  any  list  of  voters  shall  not  be  called  upon  to 

f^**^^^e  his  qualification,  unless  the  objector  shall  prove 


^^  ^^"^  he  gave  the  notice  or  notices  respectively  required 
^^    "^he  act.     Erie  J.     The  thirty-fifth  section  also  enacts 
X  the   overseers  shall    deliver  to   the   barrister  the 
^  <ral  lists  made  by  them,  and  also  the  original  notices 
^laim  and  of  objection  received  by  them.] 

J^&s  Serjt.,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.    I   think  the   sections   of  the  statute 
liich'have  been  just  referred  to  dispose  of  that  part 

(a)  Ante,  p.  255. 
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1845.        of  the  argument  founded  on  a  waiver  by  the  overseers. 

~  The  subject-matter  for  our  consideration,  therefore,  is 

^-  reduced  to  the  original  question,  and  it  seems  to  me 

that  the  words  in  the  note  at  the  foot  of  the  form 
No.  (10),  in  Schedule  (B),  are  so  clear  that  it  is  im- 
possible to  misunderstand  them.  The  words  are,  ^  If 
more  than  one  list  of  voters,  the  notice  of  objection 
should  specify  the  list  to  which  the  objection  refers**-— 
words  which  admit  of  no  doubt  upon  their  construction. 
All  that  can  be  said  on  the  other  side  is,  that,  in  this 
particular  case,  the  non-K)bservanco  of  the  directions 
contained  in  the  note  did  not  introduce  any  confusion, 
but  it  would  be  much  more  convenient  to  the  overseer 
to  have  the  list  pointed  out,  and  it  appears  to  me^ 
therefore,  that  the  form  of  this  notice  was  improperly 
conceived. 

CoLTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  dif- 
ference between  the  present  form  and  that  given  by  the 
Reform  Act,  Schedule  (I),  No.  5,  indicates  that  ex- 
perience had  shewn  the  legislature  that  the  formei 
notice  was  not  stringent  and  particular  enough,  and 
leads  me  to  conclude  that  the  object  of  the  act  was  to 
require  additional  particularity. 

Maule  J.  I  agree  that  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary 
to  follow  the  form  given  in  the  schedule,  if  the  effect .ol 
it  be  adhered  to,  but  the  effect  of  a  compliance  with  the 
form  in  this  case  would  have  been  that  the  overseen 
would  have  been  spared  some  trouble.  When  there 
are  two  lists,  the  *^  like  effect "  fails,  if  the  overseers  are 
compelled  to  search  both  lists  for  a  name  which  is  to  Ix 
found  in  one  only.     It  in  true  that,  by  some  additional 


i 


ci 


RLE  J.  In  my  opinion  the  decision  of  the  revising 
Yister  was  right.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  statute  of 
^^^oria  is  clear  in  requiring  a  notice  in  a  particular 
^KD,  and  although  it  is  argued  tliat  no  inconvenience 
iLold  follow  from  its  non-observance  in  this  particular 
the  relaxation  of  the  rule  would  lead  to  very  great 
^-jbt  and  inconvenience  in  future. 

Decision  affirmed^  with  costs. 


▼. 

Ash  LIT. 
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labour,  the  overseers,  with  an  imperfect  notice  of  ob-  ]  S45. 
n  to  guide  them,  may  come  to  the  same  result  as  bartom 
had  been  served  with  a  notice  in  perfect  com- 
plij^^ice  with  the  form  in  the  schedule;  but  it  was  the 
in^^ntion  of  the  act  to  save  them  that  trouble.  Suppose 
th^  set  had  said  that  the  volume  and  page  of  a  par- 
ar  work  should  be  specified  in  a  notice  to  the  over- 
p  and  the  party  sending  the  notice  should  only 
tion  the  volume;  —  it  might  be  contended  that  the 
o^-^x-seer  had  nothing  to  do  but  to  read  the  volume 
thirotigh,  and  it  would  be  his  own  fault  if  he  did  not 
A>^cl  what  he  wanted  somewhere.  Tlie  note  at  the  bot- 
^^^rrm  of  the  form  expressly  requires  that  the  notice 
^K^ould  specify  the  list  to  which  the  objection  refers, 
^■^<:1  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  notice  now  in  question 
bad. 


Hall,  Henry. 


The  Grove,  Neasdon,  in 
this  Parish. 


House  and  Land 
as  Occupier. 
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1845. 

November  17.  WooD,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers 

of  WiLLESDEN,  Respondents. 

It  is  a  question     A  T  E  Court  holden  bv  Lancelot  Shadwell^  Esq^ 

of  fact  for  the      JI\.  ''  * 

determination  revising  barrister  for  the  county  of  Middlesex^ 

of  the  revising  c     %      \  •  /• 

barrister,  with-  name,  place  of  abodc,  and  qualification  of  Henry  1 

in  tlie  meaning  ^        .  ^  .  ... 

ofsuL6  Vict,    as  a  voter  m  respect   ot   property  situate  within 
whctfier  the'       pa"sh  of  fVillesdeUy  were  described  in  the  register 
*^"rt"!^on"e~'   *®  ^^'^  county  in  the  following  words  ;  (that  is  to  s 

face  of  the  old 
register,  be  suf> 
iiciently  de- 
scribed for  the 

purpose  of        fhis  name  was  objected  to  by  the  appellant,  and  it 
and  the  Court    proved  that  the  voter's  place  of  abode  was  at  the  Gr 

will  not  review 

his  decision.       Neosdon^  in  the  parish  of  Willesden,  and  that  he  occuf 

a  house  and  land  at  Neasdon^  for  which  he  was  bond 
liable  to  upwards  of  50/.  yearly  rent ;  but  it  was  c 
tended  by  the  appellant,  first,  that  the  voter's  plao 
abode  was  not  sufficiently  described  for  the  purpose 
being  identified ;  for  that  the  words  in  the  seo 
column,  namely,  ^^  The  Groves  Neasdon,  in  this  pari] 
did  not  specify  any  particular  parish.  The  revis 
barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  words  **  in  this  part 
must  mean  in  the  parish  of  WiUesden^  and  he  overru 
the  objection. 

In  the  register,  the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  p 
perty,  situate  within  the  parish  of  WiUesdenj  was  imi 
(liately  preceded  by  a  heading  in  the  words  **  Parisl 
fVillesden"  and  the  same  words  "  Parish  of  fViUesdi 
stood  as  a  heading  to  every  subsequent  page  in  wh 
voters  in  respect  of  property  within  that  parish  w 
described. 
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It,  was  also  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  pro-        1845. 
in  question  was  not  sufficiently  described  for  the         wood 
of  being  identified,  and  that  the  name,  either   .^^  J^* 
^^    tiYie  property,  or  of  the  occupying  tenant,  ought  to  of  Willimuk. 
\  been  given  in  the  fourth  column.     It  was  shewn 
Neasdon  was  not  a  street,  lane,  or  like  place,  and 
the  property  was  not  situated  in  any  street,  lane,  or 
***^^   place,  but  was  known  by  the  name  of  "  TTie  Grovcy 
rsdon* 

revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  words 

^^  ^ouse  and  land  as  occupier "  in  the  third  column, 

with   the   words  ^^  Neasdon "    in   the   fourth 

unin,  amQunted  to  a  sufficient  description  of  the  pro- 

ty,  and  he  accordingly  overruled  the  objection  and 

^^^ained  the  name,  with  205.  costs  against  the  objector. 

Cockbum  (with  whom  was  H.  T.  Atkinson)^  for  the 
^^ppellaht.     The  question  for  the  Court  in  this  case  will 
^e^  whether  the  second  objection  which  was  taken  before 
"^he  ■  revising  barrister  was  not  improperly  overruled  by 
^im.     It  is  submitted  that  the  description  of  the  situ- 
ation of  the  qualifying  property  in  the  fourth  column 
Was  not  given  with  sufficient  particularity,  and  that  it 
Ought  to  have  been  "  The  Gf*ovej  Neasdon^*  or  "  Neas- 
dtm,**  with  the  addition  of  the  name  of  the  occupying 
tenant.    The  stat.  6  VicL  c.  1 8.  5.  4.  requires  the  over- 
seers of  every  parish  to  give  a  notice,  on  or  before  the 
^Oth  of  JwM^  calling  upon  persons  entitled  to  votd  in 
the  election  of  knights  of  the  shire,  and  not  upon  the 
Y^egister  tlien  in  force,  to  send  in  their  claims  to  the 
overseers,  following  the  form  No.  2,  Schedule  (A) ;  and 
then,  by  the  fifth  section,  the  overseers  are  required,  on 
or  before  the  last  day  of  July^  to  make  out  a  list  of  such 
claimants,  according  to  the  (brni   No.  3   in   the  same 
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1845.        schedule.    The  Court  has  put  a  construction  upon  the 

^^tj^        effect  of  diese  two  forms  in  Eckersley  v.  Barker.{a) 

^    ^'  That  case  decides  that  the  description  of  the  atnation 

The  Oveneeri  '^ 

of  WiLLuoBK.   of  the  property,  under  the  fourth  column,  should  con* 

tain  the  name  of  the  property,  if  known  by  any,  or  the 
name  of  the  occupying  tenant,  where  the  premises  are 
not  in  a  street,  or  lane,  or  other  like  place.  It  is  found 
in  the  case  that  Neasdan  is  not  a  street,  lane,  or  other 
like  place :  and  that  the  property  was  not  situate  in  any 
street,  lane,  or  like  place^  but  that  it  was  known  by  the  ^f^  t 

name  of  "  T/te  Grove^  NeasdonJ* 
The  Court  then  called  upon 

Arncldj  for  the  respondents,  to  support  the  decision.  ^  ^ 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  not  stated  in  the  case  that  the  voter's 
name  was  on  the  list  in  consequence  of  any  claim  having 
been  sent  in  by  him.  The  revising  barrister  expressly 
finds  that  the  description  in  question  was  in  the  register^ 
which  places  the  question  on  a  different  footing  from 
that  upon  which  it  has  been  argued.  By  the  staL 
6  Fict.  c.  18.  5.  3.,  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  directed 
to  deliver  to  the  overseers  of  every  parish  in  the  county 
his  precept,  together  with  certain  forms  of  notices  and 
lists,  and  copies  of  such  parts  of  the  register  then  in 
force  as  shall  relate  to  such  parish.  The  fourth  sec- 
tion of  the  act  then  provides  that  the  overseers  shall 
give  notice  to  persons  not  on  the  register,  and  to  those, 
who,  being  on  the  register,  shall  not  retain  their 
qualification  or  place  of  abode  as  described  therein, 
to  send  in  their  claims ;  by  sect.  5.  the  overseers  are 
requured  to  publish  the  list  of  such  claimants ;  and  tlie 
sixth  section  enacts  that  the  list  of  claimants'  in  any 
parish,  and  the  part  of  the   register   relating  to  that 
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parish,    shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  list  of  voters  of       1845. 
suoh    parish.    There  is  no  section  in  the  act  which         ^ 
out  what  is  to  be  the  headinc:  of  the  register,  and   ^      ^' 
constat  that  the  name  of  the  party  might  not  have  of  Willisoen. 
upon  the  register  for  several  years.     [Tindal  C.  J. 
iotly  and  properly   tliese  lists  do  not  become  the 
9  until  they  have  passed  through  the  hands  of 
barrister,  and  have  been  signed  by  him.  (a)  ]     Even 
raing,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  descrip- 
n  in  the  copy  of  the  old  register  and  in  the  list  of 
iixis  should  be  substantially  the  same,  it  does  not 
that   there   is  any  necessity  for  a  slavish  ad* 
"^^■eiice  to  the  form  No.  5J,  Schedule  (A).     It  is  enough 
**^    *i.    sufficient  description  be  given  by  the  whole  of  the 
nn,  taken  together,  as  it  appears  in  the  case,  and  it 
axnmaterial  whether  that  description  appears  in  the 
or  fourth  column.     {Erie  J.  Do  you  not  concede 
much  in  putting   the  list  of  claims   and  the  old 
ister  on  a  similar  footing  ?    The  fortieth  section  of 
^"^      Stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  prescribes  that  "  if  any  person 
^^"^i^sc  name  is   included  in  any   such  list  (6),  or  his 
^*^^ie  of  abode,  or  the  nature  or  description  of  his  quali- 
ion,  shall,   in  the  judgment  of  the  revising  bar- 
r,  be  insttfficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  being 
'^ti/ledj  such   barrister  shall   expunge   the   name  of 
iry  such  person  from  such  list,  unless  the  matter  or 
%ters  so  omitted  or  insufficiently  descril)ed,  be  sup- 
•^^^d  to  the  satisfaction  of  such   barrister   before  he 
^^Ul  have  completed  the  revision  of  such  list,  in  which 
e  he  shall  then  and  there  insert  the  same  in  such 

ft 

^a)  See  stat  6  VicL  c.  18.  $s.  40,  41,  41,  48,  49. 
C^)  By ''such  ]ist"  is  licre  intended  **\hi  of  voters  for  the  patisli,** 
up  of  the  list  of  cLiimants  and  tlie  copy  of  tlie  old  n'gister. 
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1845*        list."      It  would  seem   that   in    the  judgment  of 
^^jf^        revising  barrister  the  description  of  HalTs  qualificai 
_    ^'  must  have  been  supplied  to  his  satisfaction  before 

Tlie  Overseers  ■^*^ 

ot'WiiLKSDEN.   revision  of  the  list  was  completed,  or  he  would  h 

expunged    the   voter's   name.]      The  question,   i\ 
really  before  the  Court  amounts  to  a  question  of  f 
which  the  revising  barrister  has  already  decided, 
his  finding  upon  a  question  of  fact  is  conclusive,  (a) 

Cockbum  was  then  called  upon  to  reply.     The  ei 
of  sections  3,  4,  5,  and  6  of  the  stat.  6  VicL  c.  18. 
pears  to  be  this  —  that  the  old  register  shall  be  ta 
to  be  in  force  as  to  all  those  who  are  not  new  claima 
There  must  have  been  at  one  time  or  other  a  cl 
made  by  the  party ;  and  as  the  Registration  Act  tf 
up  the  old  register,  and  makes  it,  together  with  the 
of  new  claimants,  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parisi 
becomes  necessary  to  turn  back  to  the  former  stat 
the  Reform  Act     The  thirty-seventh  section  of  ) 
act  requires  that  a  claim  to  vote  for  the  county  shall 
made  according  to  the  form  No.  2,  Schedule  (H); 
in  that  form  the  direction  is,  "  If  the  property  be 
situate  in  any  street^  lane,  or  any  other  like  place^  \ 
sat/i  *  Name  of  the  property,  Highfield  Farm^  or  *  N 
of  the  occupying  tenant,  John  Edwards.^ "     Either 
name  of  the  property,  therefore,  or  the  name  of 
occupying  tenant,  ought  at  some  time  or  other  to  h 
been  stated  in  the  notice  of  claim ;  and  if  once  a  pi 
has  got  on  the  register,  and  some  matter  appears  u 
it  which  would  have  been  open  to  objection  when 
list  of  claimants  first  appeared,  it  is  not  because  be 
got  on  the  register  that  the  description  of  the  qualify 

(a)  See  Hinton  v.  HifUon,  ante,  p.  259. 
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€rty  shall  be  taken  to  be  sufficient    The  objector        1845. 
lias  an  inchoate  right  to  the  proof  of  every  thing  which        ^j^^^ 

to  make  up  a  good  qualification,  otherwise  the   _.    ^' 

might  easily  elude  his  researches.  {MauIeJ.  For  ofWu.LMM«. 
Any  thing  we  know  to  the  contrary,  the  party  may  have 
giyy^n  a  full  account  of  the  situation  of  the  property  in 
the  original  claim.]  The  objector  has  nothing  to  do 
^^^ith  the  claim,  but  only  with  the  list  of  voters;  and  it 
be  presumed  that  the  list  of  voters  would  be  in 
formity  with  the  list  of  claims.  It  is  submitted  that 
AS  tlie  act  of  parliament  was  made  for  the  guidance  of 
Bitnple  aiid  illiterate  persons,  the  yeomanry  and  tenantry 
^^  ^lie  county,  they  should  not  be  required  to  look  kt 
than  the  fonrth  column,  in  order  to  see  the  situa- 
of  the  qualifying  property.  The  revising  barrister 
no  right  to  unite  the  descriptions  in  the  third  and 
*^*^»nh  columns  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the  pro* 
P^x^^y  and  it  is,  therefore,  submitted  that  his  decision 
ht  to  be  reversed. 


iNDAL  C.  J.    This  appears  to  me  not  to  be  a  ques« 

of  misdescription  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  but 

miestiou  of  fact  for  the  determination  of  the  revising 

"rister,  namely,  whether,  on  the  face  of  the  register, 

^^^Te  was  sufficient  to  identify  the  property.     This  is 

^^^t  an  objection  to  the  claim  sent  in  by  the  party* 

*^^S.ther  is  it  an  objection  to  the  list  made  out  by  the 

^^^^rseers;  in  either  of  which  cases  there  is  a  precise 

^^"^m  pointed  out  by  the  Registration  Act,  Schedule  (A) 

^*^3s.  2  and  8,   and  consequently  the  objection  which 

^^4s  now  been  taken,  as  to  the  insufficiency  of  the  de« 

^^tiption  under  the  fourth  column,  might  haye  arisen* 

^ut  the  objection  here  is  one  which  was  taken  before 

VOL.  I.  A  A 
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1845.        the  revising  barrister  to  the  description  as  it 

upon  the  face  of  the  register.     When  the  revisii^ 
ritfter  sits  as  judge,  he  has  brought  before  him  so  moi 

Tim  OfCFMcn 

•r  WiLLStfOBv.    of  the  old  register  as  the  clerk '  of  the  peace  has  fo 

nished  to  the  different  overseers,  and  also  a  list  of  ne 


Wood 


claims  made  out  by  the  parties  themselves  who  seek 

be  placed  upon  the  new  register,  and  transmitted 

them  to  the  overseers.     These  are  the  two  lists  in 

revision  of  which  his  judgment  is  to  be  exercised.    No 

in  order  to  see  what  the  revising  barrister  is  to  do^ 

must  look  at  the  terms  of  the  fortieth  section  of 

Stat.  6  Vici.  c.  18.      In   the  first  place*  the  beginni 

of  tliat   section   points   out  that  he  may  correct 

mistake  which  is  proved  to  him  to  have  been  made 

any  list  —  that  is,  any  mistake  which  appears  in 

mind  to  have  been  a  mere  mistake.     Then  the  da 

goes  on  to  say  that  he  shall  expunge  tlie  name  of  eve- 

person  whose  qualification,  as  stated  in  the  list,  is  i 

sufficient  in  law,  which  is  the  main  and  important  obj 

which  he  has  to  effect  by  the  revision.     Another  p 

vision   is,  that  he  shall  expunge  the  name  of  eve=^ 

person  who  shall  be  proved  to  be  dead.     The  dau — 

then  goes  on   to  say,   that  '^wherever  the 

name,  or  the  place  of  abode,  or  the  nature  of  the  qi 

lification,  or  the  local  or  other  description  of  the  pr 

perty  of  any  person  who  shall  be  included  in  any  a 

list,  and  the  name  of  the  occupying  tenant  thereof 

bew  holly  omitted,"  or  if  they  shall,  ^*in  thejydi 

of  the  revising  barrisier^  be  insufficiently  described  fi 

the  purpose  of  being  identified,"  the  barrister  shall 

punge  the  name  of  every  such  person  from  the  list 

leaving  it,  therefore,  a  question  for  the  judgment  of  th* 

barrister  whether  the  particulars  in  the  list  are  or  a 
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not  sufficient  to  identify  the  property.     Even  if  they  are        1845. 
insufficient  in  his  judgment  for  that  purpose,  he  is  not         ~ 
absolutehf  bound   to  expunge   the  name,   because  the  ^* 

The  Ovorafcn 

section  goes  on  to  say  ^^  unless  the  matter  or  matters  so  of  Willisobh* 
omitted  or  insufficiently  described  be  supplied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  barrister  before  he  shall  have  com- 
f^leted  the  revision  of  such  list,''  in  which  case  he  is  to 
ixifsert  the  name.     The  section  then,  afler  going  on  to 
s'tate  that  there  shall  be  no  change  in  the  description  of 
^  lie  qualification  as  it  appears  in  the  list,  except  for  the 
urpose  of  more  clearly  defining  it,  proceeds  to  say  that 
C  the  objector  appears,  and  duly  prosecutes  his  objec- 
ion,  the  barrister  *^  shall  then  require  it  to  be  proved 
.liat  the  person  so  objected  to  was  entitled  on  the  last 
ay  of  July  then  next  preceding  to  have  his  name  in* 
rted  in  the  list  of  voters  in  respect  of  the  qualification 
^described  in  such  list**     But  that  leaves  it  a  question  for 
"Atrial,  aye  or  no,  before  the  barrister,  whether  in  the  list 
^V>efore  him  the  identity  of  the  premises  shall  be  made 
^DUt  to  bis  satisfaction.     Now,  on  the  present  occasion, 
^e  objection  was  that  the  description  given  in  the  list 
"was  not  sufficient  to  identify  the  property.     The  case 
states  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  revising  barrister  it 
was  sufficient,  and  I  think  that,  he  having  so  found,  we 
can  see  no  reason  to  say  that  the  property  was  not  suf- 
ficiently described.     In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  de* 
dsion  of  the  revising  barrister  must  be  affirmed. 

CoLTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  must 
consider  the  law  as  it  afi*ects  the  point  reserved,  and  I 
see  no  reason  why  we  should  go  beyond  that.  The 
question  arises  upon  the  fortieth  section  of  the  stat 
6  Vict.  r.  18.,  namely,  whether  under  the  circumstances 

A  A  2 
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^tatcd  in  ttie  case,  the  barrister  was  justified  in  sajinf^ 

■  tliat  tlie  property  was  sufficiently  described  for  the  pur— 

I  pose  of  being  identifietl.     Now,  the  section  itself  refers 

tltis  fnct  to  tlie  juilgment  of  the  revising  barrister,  and  \M 

s  has  formed  a  judgment  upon  it,  it  seems  to  me  tha* 

liis  judgment  ought  to  be  conclusive.     We  ought  not  ttc 

look  further  and  see  that  there  might  poisibly  fasT^ 

been  before  him  some  matters  which  would  not  Iut^ 

juslified  him  in  so  holding. 


Maule  J,  I  think,  also,  that  this  is  not  a  questior^ 
of  that  description  upon  which  (he  forty-second  sectioi^ 
of  tlie  slat.  6  Fict.  c.  18.  authorized  the  party  dissatisfii 
with  tlie  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  to  appeal  1^  ^ 
tills  court.  The  question  which  the  revising  barriste.  -^ 
tins  decided  is,  that  in  his  judgment  the  description  o»"~J 
the  property  was  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  its  bein^^  < 
identified.  I  do  not  diink  that  this  question  can  b^^ 
decided,  except  as  a  question  of  fact.  The  only  way  ii^  - 
which  it  can  be  put  as  a  question  of  law  would  be  tbu— " 
that  the  property  was  described  as  being  a  house  anC^ 
land  in  Neasdon,  in  the  parish  of  WilUsden.  But  tb^^  -' 
description  in  the  fourth  column  being  only  "NeatdonC^^ 
liow  can  we,  not  knowing  what  Neatdon  is,  dedd^^ 
whether  the  description  be  sufficient  or  not?  Suppute..^- 
the  qualifying  property  were  described  as  a  house  sil 
ill  "  Oxford  StrM,"  aiu)  it  appeared  that  Oxford  Stne^f 
was  two  miles  long,  such  a  description  would  not 
sufficient ;  but  suppose  that  the  house  were  described 
being  in  "  Oxford  Court,"  and  it  were  shewn  that  thei 
was  only  one  house  in  the  Court,  this  description  wouldf^'' 
identity  the  property,  which,  in  the  other  cue,  h  wouldK^  ^^ 
not.     In  my  opinion,  the  court  should  not  review  ib^^  ^^' 
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^?cisions  of  the  revising  barristers  upon  such  questions  1845. 
^  these.  I  think,  therefore,  that  in  this  case  the  decision  yi^ 
ould  be  aflSrmed.  ^   ^' 

Toe  Overseen 

of  WlLLBSOBlU 

Erle  J.  It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  the  decision 
ust  be  affirmed.  The  question  arises  with  respect  to 
name  whicb  appears  in  the  copy  of  the  old  register. 
ere  is  no  specific  requirement  in  either  of  the  acts 
lating  to  this  subject,  that  the  name  of  the  property, 
that  of  the  occupying  tenant,  should  be  in  the  old 
ister,  though  there  is  a  requirement  that  it  should  be 
described  in  the  notice  of  claim,  and  in  the  list  df 
:^aimants.  It  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  that  there  is 
ny  requirement  of  a  statute  which  has  not  been  fulfilled^ 
he  question  turns  upon  that  branch  of  the  fortieth 
action  of  the  Registration  Act  which  provides  that  the 
roperty  shall  be  sufficiently  described  in  the  judgment 
f  the  barrister  for  the  purpose  of  being  identified,  and 
he  appellant  says  it  is  not  so  sufficiently  described. 
e  barrister  says,  ^^  it  is  sufficiently  described  in  my 
udgment,"  and  as  it  was  a  matter  entirely  for  his  judg- 
^ity  his  finding  is  conclusive. 

AmM  applied  for  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  over- 
were  public  officers. 


TiNDAL  C  J.     No ;  there  has  been  some  difficulty  in 
the  question. 

Decision  affirmed,  without  costs. 


A  A  ^ 
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1845. 


17.      Walker,  Appellant,  and  Patke,  Respondent. 

^^  ^       A -^  ®  ^^^  ^"'y  ^^^^^^  ^y  Z.a«^W  ShadmeU^  Esq^ 
'uccofi^  the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the ^st  of  voters 

the  second         for  the  countv  of  Middlesex^  the  namet  place  of  abode^ 

column  in  the  * 

register,  btttd*    and  qualification  of  WiUiam  Gibbs  as  a  voter  in  respect 

ed « place  of  .  . 

abode,"  may      of  property  situate  within  the  hamlet  of  MiU'end^  Old 
«  TVaTeliing   Towiif  were  described  in  the  register  for.  the  said  county 
^Bdrat'de*      "■  *®  foUowuig  words ;  (that  is  to  say,) 

scription  in  the 
second  oolumny 


Gibbs,  William. 


Trayelling  abroad. 


Freehold  house. 


38,  Heath  St. 


when  the  party 
has  no  fixed 

^  It  is  not  an*  '^'^  name  was  objected  to  by  the  appellant,  and  it 
AiTdJe  wati**  ^^  proved  that  the  voter  was,  and  for  several  years  had 
S***^*^  ^*^*  been,  travelling  abroad,  and  had  no  fixed  place  of  abode; 
costs,  when        but  it  was  Contended  by  the  appellant  that  as  no  place 

one  side  only 

has  been  heard,  of  abode  was  given,  the  name  ought  to  be  expunged. 

The  revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  as  the  voter 
had  no  fixed  place  of  abode,  but  was  travelling  abroad, 
be  (the  revising  barrister)  was  not  at  liberty  to  expunge 
the  voter's  name,  and  he  therefore  retained  it. 

H.  T.  Atkinson  for  the  appellant  The  question  is, 
whether  the  description  ^^  Travelling  abroad,"  under  the 
column  in  the  register  headed  ^*  Place  of  abode,''  issuflB- 
cient ;  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  not.  It  amounts,  in 
efiect,  to  a  total  omission  of  the  place  of  abode,  and  the 
barrister,  under  the  provisions  of  the  fortieth  section  of  the 
Registration  Act,  ought  to  have  expunged  the  name,  un- 
less the  omission  had  been  supplied  to  his  satisfaction  be- 
fore the  complete  revision  of  the  list.  That  could  not  have 
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done^  because  the  case  finds  that  the  barrister  was  1845. 
€>F  opinion  that  the  voter  had  no  fixed  place  of  abode,  walkhi 
aisd  it  was  impossible,  therefore,  to  supply  the  omission* 
Jo  etie  Stat  2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  Schedule  (H),  No.  S,  ex* 
smnples  are  given  In  the  second  column,  headed 
^^  JE^lace  of  abode,"  pointing  out  the  manner  in  which 
t^hsa^  column  was  to  be  filled  up>  such  as  ^*  CheaptidCf 

r,*'  **  Market  Street^  Ijancastcr^  &c. ;  but  these 
a-mples  are  not  repeated  in  the  Schedule  (A)  of  the 
^fiistration  Act,  though,  the  two  acts  being  in  pari 
the  repealed  schedules  of  the  stat.  2  ^  4.  c.  45«, 
ly  be  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the 
K^saCute  of  Victoria.    The  object  of  the  Reform  Act  in 
s^^cjuiring  that  the  voter's  place  of  abode  should  be  men* 
^icvaied  was,  to  afibrd  means  of  information  as  to  the 
^d^iitity  of  the  voter,  and  thus  prevent  fraudulent  per* 
^aiation ;  and  an  additional  reason  for  requiring  it  is  to 
ioand  in  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.     The  forty^sixth  section 
^^^  tbat  statute  empowers  the  revising  barrister  to  award 
^^^'^^^ts  against  parties  making  frivolous  claims  or  objeo 
^lotu^  and  the  seventy-first  section  provides  that  upon 
P^'oof  that  a  true  copy  of  the  barrister's  order  for  pay- 
**^^iit  of  coats  "  has  been  served  upon,  or  left  at  the 
^stif^I  place  of  abode  of  the  person  in  the  said  order 
•■^^Cited  to  pay  such  sum,"  a  justice  of  the  peace  may 
'^^^^  a  warrant  to  distrain  for  the  amount.     That  sec* 
^^>ti    would  be  inoperative  if   such  a  description   as 
^s^avelliog    abroad "   were    held    to    be    sufficient. 
L-^*^i»fife  J.    Do   you  mean  to  contend  tliat  a  person 
^'^'v^lling  abroad  has  no  vote  ?]     He  is   much   in   the 
^^^^  situation  as  an  alien  or  a  minor.     It  is  impos- 
^^^\e  to  inquire  into  the  validity  of  such   a   person's 
^^tl^  to  vote.    He  cannot  be  served  personally  with  a 
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1845.  notice  of  objection,  for  he  is  travelling  abroad; 
y^j^j^^^^  the  object  of  the  seventh  section  of  the  Registratis 
Act,  which,  to  avoid  the  necessity  for  personal  servic 
authorizes  an  objection  to  leave  the  notice  of  object]^ 
at  the  voter*8  place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  list 
voiers^  would  be  entirely  defeated,  because  the  directL« 
could  not  be  complied  with. 

Phipsofiy  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon 
the  Court. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  By  the  fortieth  section  of  the  stat  6  V^ 
c.  18.^  it  is  enacted,  that  <*  if  any  person  whose  name 
included  in  any  such  list,  or  his  place  of  abode,  or  M 
nature  or  description  of  his  qualification,  shall,  in  'fl 
judgment  of  the  revising  barrister,  be  insufficiem 
described  for  the  purpose  of  being  identified,  such  b^ 
rister  shall  expunge  the  name.''  It  does  not  app^ 
from  the  case,  that  the  revising  barrister  had  any  doK 
about  the  identity  of  the  voter.  If  we  were  to  give  i^ 
to  the  present  objection,  it  would  follow  as  a  ^oroll^ 
that  ofiicers  in  the  army  or  navy,  or  any  other  pers 
travelling  abroad  on  public  business,  might  be  disfM 
chised.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  direction  in  the  sched  a 
means  that  the  place  of  abode  shall  be  inserted,  wb 
the  party  has  a  place  of  abode,  but  it  never  could  b^ 
been  intended  that  a  man  travelling  abroad  should 
deprived  of  his  right  to  vote  because  he  has  no  fiic 
place  of  residence. 

CoLTMAN  J.  concurred. 

Maule  J.     I  also  think  that  a  place  of  abode  n^ 
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iiot  be  inserted  when  the  party  has  no  place  of  abode.  1845. 
U^F>on  the  same  ground,  it  would  be  unnecessary,  '  ^  ^  ^ 
al^fiough  the  form   in  the  schedule  requires  that  the  ^* 

^niristian  name  of  the  party  should  be  stated,  to  set  out 
^  ^^hristian  name,  if  the  voter  did  not  happen  to  be  a 
r'istian* 


miE  J.  The  statute  requires  the  Christian  name 
■■^^  surname  of  each  voter  to  be  inserted,  in  order  to 
i<3^x^tify  him ;  and  also  the  place  of  his  abode,  because 
^^^^^  is  the  locality  in  which  he  is  likely  to  be  met  with. 
^^  ^  party  has  a  place  of  abode,  it  should  be  stated,  but 
i^    K^ot,  then  he  should  give  as  good  a  description  as  he 

of  the  region  in  which  he  may  be  found. 


*hipson  applied  for  costs,  upon  the  ground  that  one 
^id^  only  had  been  heard  (a) ;  but  the  Court  did  not 
srtain  the  application. 

Decision  affirmed,  without  costs. 

(a)  See  Alkn  ▼.  Houses  ant^y  p.  255. 
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have  his  nam^  inserted  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to 
vote  in  respect  of  property  occupied  within  the  parish  of 
St.  Peter-at'Archcs. 

The  notice  of  claim  was  as  follows :  -» 

•*  To  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Pcta'-at- Arches 
in  the  city  of  Lincoln, 

*'  I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  claim  to  have  my 
name  inserted  in  the  list  made  by  you  of  persons  en- 


November  sa     HiTCHiNS,  Appellant,  and  Bbown,  Respondent. 

A  party  whose      A  T  a  Court  held  before  Graham  Willmorej  Esq.,  the 

quahfication         JTjL  ^  ^ 

to  Tote  for  a  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  Lincoln^  WilUam 

borough  was 

founded  on  the    Vpton  appeared  to  have  given  due  notice  of  his  claim  to 

occupation  of 
two  houses  in 
immediate  suc- 
cession, de- 
scribed in  his 
notice  of  claim, 
under  the  third 
column,  the 
nature  of  his 
qualification  as 
'<  house,** 
pointing  out  in 
the  fourth 
column  the 
situation  of  the 

questionTy^  titled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  city  of 
scri  Ucmc^^his    ^^'^^^''^  ®"^  that  the  particulars  of  my  qualification  and 

qualification 
was  sufficient, 
under  stat. 
6  Vid,  c.  18. 
9, 15.,  Schedule 
(B)Form 
Na  6 ;  as  the 
third  column 
was  intended 
to  point  out 
the  general 
nature  of  the 
qualification, 
and  the  fourth 
to  give  a  more 
particular  de- 
scription of  it. 

Held  also, 
per  CoUmanJ.f 
that  at  all 
erents  the  re- 
vising barrister 
was  empow- 
ered, under 
Stat.  6  Vict, 
c.  18.  f.  40.,  to 
amend  the  de- 
scription in  the 
third  column,  by  inserting  therein  '*  houses  occupied  in  immediate  succession.'* 

When  the  revising  barrister  has  found,  in  a  consolidated  appeal,  that  all  the  cases  depend 
upon  the  same  point  of  law,  the  court  will  not  remit  the  cose  to  him,  in  order  that  he  may 
sute  the  qualifications  of  the  parties  whose  appeals  are  consolidated  with  the  principal  case. 


place  of  abode  are  stated  in  the  columns  below. 

"  Dated  the  23d  day  of  At^ust  1 845. 


f» 


Chriitlan  Name  and 
Surname    of     the 
Clairoaut    at     full 
length. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of  QuaU- 
flcation. 

street.  Lane,  or  other 
Place  in  the  Parich 
or  Township  where 
theProperty  is  situ- 
ate, ana  Number  of 
the  House  (if  anj) 
where  the  Right  de- 
pends on  Prop^ty. 

William  Upton. 

Muck     Lane, 
Saint  Peter- 
at  -  Arches, 
Lincoln. 

House. 

No.    S^     Muck 
Lane,  Saint  Pe- 
ter-at -Arches, 
Lincoln,      and 
preriouslj      in 
the  occupation 
of  a  house  No. 
21,  Saint  Mary 
Street    in     the 
parish  of  Saint 
Mary-le-Wig. 
ford,  Lincoln. 

(Signed)  "  WiUiam  Upton," 
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twed  that  he  had  occupied  the  two  bouses  de- 
in  the  fourth  column  of  his  claim  in  immediate 
ion^  and  had  done  all  other  things  required  by 
entitle  him  to  have  his  name  inserted.  The 
n  of  his  name  was  duly  objected  to  by  James 
tSj  a  registered  voter  for  the  said  city,  on  the 
that  the  nature  of  his  qualification  was  insuf* 
f  described  for  the  purpose  of  being  identified. 
»ehalf  of  William  Upton  it  was  argued,  first,  that 
cription  was  sufiicient;  secondly,  that  if  not,  the 
T  had  power  to  correct  the  same.  The  revising 
\r  decided  that  the  nature  of  the  qualification  was 
sufficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  being 
lAj  but  at  UptorCs  request,  he  altered  the  state- 
is  follows :  — 


399 


n  NanM 
nusDe. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Quallflcatioo. 

Name  of  IftreeC,  ftc. 

Upton. 

Muck       Lane, 
St.    Peter-au 
Arches,  Lin* 
coin. 

Houses  occupied 
in    immediate 
tucceuion* 

81,   St     Marj 
Street,       St. 
Mary-la- Wig- 
ford,  and  B^ 
Muck  Lane^ 
St.  Peter-at- 
Arches. 

erted  his  name  with  such  alterations  in  the  list. 

case  also  stated  that  the  validity  of  the  claims  of 
'^ilson  and  nine  other  parties  depended  upon  the 
oint  as  that  which  occurred  in  the  case  of  fFiHiam 

and  that  the  appeals  from  the  decisions  of  the 
iT  in  these  cases  depended,  upon  the  decision  in 
«  of  William  UptoHj  and  ought  to  be   consoli- 


1845. 


HircHuta 
Baowv. 


fling  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant,  on  a  former  day 
iber  n)y  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 


\ 
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1845.        case  should  not  be  remitted  to  the  revisiog  barmter^ 
U^.,cHiMa      upon  the  ground  that  he  had  neglected  to  state  the  pn^r-^^ 
ticulars  of  the  qualifications  of  the  ten  other  persons 
whose  cases  had  been  consolidated  with  that  of  UpiOTE^ 

TiNDAL  C.  J.    The  barrister  has  found  that  the  con— 
solidated  appeals  depend  upon  the  same  point  of  kwr 
that  raised  in  UptorCs  case.     We  cannot,  therefore^ 
terfere.     If  there  were  not  enough  stated  to  enable  us 
to  give  judgment  in  law,  it  would  be  a  different  matter. 

Rule  refused,  (a) 

Manning  Serjt.  now  argued  the  case  for  the  appel- 
lant The  objection  here  is  that  the  word  ^'  house '^  io  tb« 
third  column  was  an  insufficient  description  of  the  nature 
of  UptorCs  qualification,  and  consequently  that  the  bar- 
rister had  no  power  to  correct  the  description  under  the 
provisions  of  the  fortieth  section  of  the  Registration  Act* 
That  section  enacts»  that  *'  whether  any  person  shall  \^ 
objected  to  or  not,  no  evidence  shall  be  given  of  any  otbe^' 
qualification  than  that  which  is  described  in  the  list  o» 
voters  or  claim,  as  the  case  may  be,  nor  shall  the  bcar^ 
rister  be  at  liberty  to  charge  the  description  of  the  j«atf^ 
Jkation  as  it  appears  in  the  listf  except  for  the  purpose 
of  more  clearly  and  accurately  defining  the  same.**  Ib^ 
point  has,  in  fact^  been  already  decided  by  the  Court  i-^ 
Bartlett  v.  Gibbs.  (i)     There  it  was  held  that  where   ^ 
party  founds  his  qualification  upon  the  occupatioD  ^ 
different  premises  in  immediate  successioui  an  omistfi^^ 
in  the  list  of  any  of  such  premises  amounts  to  a^ 
description  of  his  qualification,  which  the  revbing 

(a;  See  Hinkm  ▼.  The  Town-cMt  ofWetdodk^  anU,  p.  183^ 
(6)  Ante,  p.  73. 
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lias  no  power  to  amend  under  stat  6  VicL  c.  18*        1845. 

[Tindal  C.  J.  That  case  is  not  in  all  respects 
tie  as  the  present*  The  successive  occupation  of 
HDises  appears  here  in  the  fourth  column^  while 
ileii  V.  Gibbs  it  did  not  appear  any  where.]  It  is 
ted  that  this  distinction  does  not  a£fect  the  merits 

question.     A  party  examining  a  long  list  of 

for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  any 
have  been  improperly  inserted  in  that  list,  ought 

be  required   to  look  further  than  the  column 

I  ^  Nature  of  qualification."  He  is  not  bound  to 
>  the  fourth  column  to  see  where  the  property  is 

[^Erle  J.  How  can  a  person,  seeing  the  word 
e''  in  the  third  column,  tell  whether  a  false  de- 
>n  of  the  qualification  has  been  inserted,  without 
;  at  the  fourth  column  to  see  the  local  situation 
property  7]  He  might  be  personally  acquainted 
le  claimant,  and  therefore  might  be  able  to  detect 
is-statement  at  once.  If  any  omission,  therefore, 
.-statement  appear  in  the  third  column,  the  de- 
3n  of  the  local  situation  of  the  property  in  the 
column  will  not  cure  the  defect 

'ke  SerjL,  contra^  was  not  called  upon. 

DAL  C.  J.  It  api^ears  to  me  that  the  description 
"oper  as  it  originally  stood,  and  that  it  complies 

II  the  requisitions  of  the  act.  The  question  de- 
npon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  fifteenth 
I  of  the  Stat.  6  Fid.  c.  18.,  and  also  upon  the 
No.  6,  set  out  in  Schedule  (B)  referred  to  by 
ectioiu  The  clause  provides  that  every  person 
d  from  the  borough  lists  shall  give  notice  of  his 
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1845.        claim  to  be  inserted  therein  according  to  the  I 
„  No.  69  Schedule  (B),  or  to  the  like  effect     Now,  n 

"'  we  look  at  that  form,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  c 

that  the  third  column  was  intended  to  point  oat 
general  nature  of  the  qualification,  and  the  fourth  to  | 
a  more  particular  description  of  it.     That  appears  £ 
the  heading  of  the  fourth  column,  *^  Street,  lane^  or  o( 
place  in  the  parish  [or  township]  where  the  proper! 
situate,  and  number  of  the  bouse  (if  any),''  addiii| 
italics  [vohen  the  right  depends  on  property'] ;"  the  la 
words  evidently  calling  attention  to  the  nature  of 
qualification,  namely,  to  the  claim  of  the  party  to  1 
in  respect  of  property,  and  indicating  that  there  ii 
other  list,  which  the  overseers  are  bound  to  make 
when  parties  do  not  claim  a  right  to  vote  in  respee 
property,  but  in  respect  of  rights  reserved   by  1 
2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  53.    In  this  case  I  consider  that 
requirements  of  the  third  column   were  satisfies 
stating  a  **  bouse  **  qualification.     The  nature  c 
qualification    is    sufficiently    described    by   the 
*<  house/'     One  cannot  suppose  that  the  third  i 
is  required  to  be  so  precise  as  the  fourth,  for 
where  would  be  the  use  of  the  fourth  column 
As  to  BartUtt  v.  Gibbs  (a),  it  seems  to  me 
difference  between  that  case  and  the  present 
sufficiently  adverted  to  in  the  argument*     1 
Gibbs  (a)  turned  upon  the  requisites  of  the  f 
not  upon  the  third  column.     The  qualifies 
voter  in  that  case  depended  upon  the  suoc 
pation  of  two  houses,  one  in  West  Street, 
East  Street.    The  house  in  East  Street  o 
tioned  in  the  fourth  column,  and  accor 

(a)  AnU,  p.  73. 
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beld    that  the  fourth  coiumo  did  not  properly  describe        1845. 


Baowv. 


identify  the  premises  forming  the  voter's  qualifica-  HncmHi 
tion«  It  seems  to  me»  therefore,  that  that  case  was 
r'Sht.1y  decided,  and  that  we  shall  decide  this  case 
'^l^t^ly  also  by  holding  that  there  has  been  a  sufficient 
^^^^■^pliance  with  the  intentions  of  the  act  of  parliament. 
Oi:2e  must  suppose,  as  we  are  bound  in  charity  to  sup* 
P^^^c^  that  the  objector  was  a  man  of  ordinary  intellect, 
^^IXi.l>le  of  walking  about  without  assistance,  and,  there- 
it  may  fairly  be  inferred  that  he  obtained  from  the 
of  claim  sufficient  information  as  to  the  nature  of 
^^  premises,  upon  which  the  claimant  founded  his 
qu&Iification. 

CI^oi.TMAV  J.     I  quite  agree   with  the  Lord  Chief 
Jtmstice.       In    Bartldt  ▼•  Gibbs  (a)    the   qualification 
two  houses  occupied  in  succession,  and  the  voter 
registered  in  respect  of  one  house,  and  one  house 
ov^ly*     That  was  evidently  an  insufficient  description. 
As  tbe  claim  originally  stood  in  this  case,   I  think  it 
safficiently  answered    the    purpose  for  which  it  was 
>^^Qt  in,  but,  at  all  events,  the  barrister  was  authorized 
by    tbe  fortieth   section  of  tlie  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  to 
^'^'^ke  the  alteration  which  he  did.     This  appears  to  me 
^  be  precisely  the  sort  of  case  contemplated  by  that 
^^^tion,  which  in  express  terms  empowers  the  barrister 
^  <^hange  the  description  of  the  qualification  as  it  ap- 
P^^i's  in  the  list,  when  the  alteration  is  made  ^'  for  the 
Purpose  of  more  clearly  and  accurately  defining  the 

Maule  J.      I  have   not  heard   the   whole  of  the 

(a)  Antdy  p.  73. 
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1845.       argument,  but  from  what  I  have  heard,  I  see  no  reasc=zzi=z3n 
to  doubt  the  conclusion  to  which  the  Lord  Chief  Ju  $« 

tice  and  my  brother  Coliman  have  come* 


HlTCRINS 
▼. 

Beowit. 


Erle  J.    It  appears  to  me  that  the  nature  or  gem. 
of  the  qualification  was  all  that  the  statute  intend 

should  be  stated  under  the  third  column,  and  the  pai ty 

requiring  more  precise  information  should  look  ii^  to 
the  fourth  column  for  the  description  of  the  qualifier — =a*' 
tion,  the  nature  of  which  has  already  appeared  in  t.^K=ie 

third.    I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  objecti^ ^n 

in  this  case  cannot  be  sustained,  as  the  statement  in  iW^  >e 
third  column  ^*  house  ^  seems  to  me  to  be  sufficient.  .^^Hn 
Bartlett  v.  Gibbs  (a),  the  name  of  the  party  appears  "^ 
in  the  list  of  voters  as  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  tU. — ^^ 
occupation  of  a  house  in  East  Street^  but  in  fact  -• —  -^® 
did  not  rely  on  the  occupation  of  the  house  in  Ee^—"^ 
Street  only,  but  also  upon  the  occupation  of  a  house 
West  Street.  To  have  inserted  the  house  in  West  Stri 
also  would  have  been  a  change  in  the  description 
his  qualification  as  stated  in  the  list,  which  the  revisiasr. 
barrister  is  not  at  liberty  to  make. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  oosts^ 

(a)  Ante,  p.  73. 
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Newton,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of        November  20. 

MoBBERLET,  Respondents. 

Newton,  Appellant,  and  the  Overseers  of 

Crowley,  Respondents. 

¥7'HEN  these  appeals  from  the  decision  of  the  re-   A  waiter  by 

^         ,  ,  *l>«  respondent 

.  vising  barrister  for  North  Cheshire  were  called  on  of  notice  of  Uie 

appellant*! 

their  turn  on  the  1 7th  November^  the  respondents  did  intention  to 
t  appear.     The  appellant  not  being  prepared  with  an  appeal,  pur- 
idavit  of  his  having  given  the  respondents  ten  days'  6"fL.c.  is. 
lice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  pur-  ^^Jj^'Jii'J^ 
Mit  to  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.e^.^  the  Court  allowed  the  necessity  of 

proving  such 

e  cases  to  stand   over,  in  order  that  the  appellant  notice  to  have 
ight  have  an  opportunity  of  producing  an  affidavit  of  before  the 

appeal  can  be 
rvice  of  such  notice.  heard. 


Qickbum  now  applied  for  leave  to  proceed  with  the 
^peals,  notwithstanding  such  notice  had  not  been  given. 
"c  movjed  upon  an  affidavit  of  the  managing  clerk  of 
e  London  agent  to  the  appellant's  attorney,  stating 
It  on  the  Sd  of  November  the  agent  was  instructed  to 
'er  the  appeals,  and  was  at  the  same  time  informed  by 

country  correspondent  that  the  attorney  for  the  re- 
'Udents  had  consented  to  waive  notice  of  the  appellant's 
**ition  to   prosecute  them.    On  the   17th  November 

^gent  wrote  to  the  appellant's  attorney,  stating  that 
Counsel  had  appeared  for  the  respondents  when  the 
r^^als  were  called  on  by  the  Master,  and  in  reply,  re- 
^^d  a  letter  from  his  correspondent,  dated  November 
^^9  in  which  the  attorney  for  the  appellant  mentioned 
Vol.  I.  SB 
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1845.        that  he  had  written  to  the  attorney  for  the  respondents, 

^^^^         expressing  at  the  same  time  his  surprise  that  no  counsel 

n'  had  been  instructed  to  appear,  as  it  had  been  fully 

of  MomitftLxr.   understood  between  them  that  counsel  would  appear  on 

Nxwtov       jhe  respondents'  behalf.      The  learned  counsel  sub- 

Tbe  Ofcneera   mitted,  that  as  the  respondents  had  consented  to  waive 

the  notice^  the  Court  might  now  proceed  to  hear  tbe 
appeal. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.      The  question  is,  whether  we  are  ni 
bound  by  the  stringent  words  of  this  act  of  parliamen 
The  sixty-fourth  section  enacts,  that  ^*  no  appeal  &I 
be  heard  by  the  G>urt  in  any  case  where  the  respond* 
ent  shall  not  appear,  unless  the  appellant  shall  prove 
that  due  notice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute  such  appeal 
was  given  or  sent  to  the  said  respondent  ten  days  at 
least  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  such 
appeal."     It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  tliat  we  have  no 
power  to  dispense  with   an   affidavit  of  such   notice 
having  been    given,   although   the   respondents  have 
waived  it     Still,  as  the  proviso  which   follows  these 
words  in  the  section  enables  the  Court  to  postpone  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal,  *^  if  it  shall  appear  to  them  that 
there  has  not  been  reasonable  time  to  give  or  send  siicb 
notice ; "  and  as  it  appears  that  the  appellant  has  beei^« 
lulled  into  security  by  the  conduct  of  tbe  respondentSi...^ 
I  think  the  appeals  may,  under  the  circumstances, 
over  till  the  next  term.     That  delay  will  give  the 
pellant  ample  time  to  serve  the  respondents  with 
of  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeals. 

Appeals  to  stand  over  accordingly. 
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:ORE,  Appellant,  and  Lees,  Respondent.       November  sa 
Court  held  before  George  HaueSf  Esq.,  the  bar-  I"  lesoiho 

Duke  of 

r  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for  the  Norfolk  con- 

▼eyed  lands 

1  Division  of  the  county  of  Notiingiamj  a  con-  and  tenements, 

appeal  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  this  fn  Yorkshire 

H.n  the  following  case :  -  "/Ji^S^." 

Ashmore  was  an  inmate  of  the  Shrewsbury  Has^  ^^*^^  *"»?- 

*^  tees,  for  main- 

"ffield^  in  the  county  of  York,  and  claimed  to  be  taining  shrewt- 

bury  Hospital, 

or  the  Northern  Division  of  Nottinghamskire^  Sh^id,  and 

paying  the  in- 
entitled,  as  such   inmate^  to  an  equitable  life  mates  accord- 
interest  in  lands  and  corn  rents  in  lieu  of  tithes  l^^nstituUons!! 
rom  lands  in  the  parish  of  Harworth  and  the  tTons'oi'dUrined 
;  township  of  Styrrup.  ^r^uidt* 

hrembuiy  Hospital  was  founded  in  pursuance  *'"*  governor 

*  * .  and  twenty 

ill  of  Gilbert^  Earl  of  Shrewsbury^  by  Henry^  ?<»»•  persons  in 

•^  the  hospital ; 

Norfolk  J  in  or  about  the  year  I67S,  when  he  that  the  renu 
be  hospital  at  Sheffield^  and  made  certain  sta-  unds,  &c. 
t  constitutions  for  its  government.     And  in  the  in?o  the  trva*- 

*  Rury  of  the 

lat  each  inmate  should  receive  out  of  the  monies  so  paid  in,  2s;  6(1  a  week,  and . 
«  of  coals  and  clothing  ;  and  tliat  whenever  the  monies  in  the  treasury  ex- 
I,  the  surplus  should  be  equally  distributed  among  the  pensioners. 
wequeQt  private  act  of  parliayncnt,  it  was  enacted  that,  instead  of  the  surplus 
iing  thus  distributed,  additional  pensioners  should  be  chosen,  and  the  trustees 
fid  from  time  to  time  to  add  as  many  more  pensioners  as  the  revenues  of  the 
uld  allow,  ^d  also  to  pay  to  the  pensioners,  according  to  the  circumstances  df 
lul  the  exigencies  of  the  times,  such  fixed  stipends  as  they  should  think  Bt,  and  , 
lipends  as  they  should  find  requisite,  so  that  the  stipends  should  at  no  time  be 
ow  St.  6d.  a  week  in  money. 

mt  number  of  inmates  is  the  same  as  the  number  required  by  the  original  con- 
*  the  hospital.  The  revenues  of  the  hospital  arise  entirely  fVom  real  property, 
itees  hare  no  beneficial  interest  in  any  part  of  it.  Each  inmate  receives  a  fixed 
Oir.  a  week.  Hefd,  that  as  the  trustees  might  at  any  time  increase  the  number  of  ' 
and  reduce  the  sum  paid  to  the  present  inmates  to  Ss.  6cL  a  week,  the  inmates 
table  estate  in  Notlwghainshire  of  a  suflicient  value  to  confer  the  franchise. 
«r  Mrie  J.,  that  the  inmates  had  no  equitable  estate  in  land,  but  only  an  interest 
money. 

iuit  the  interest  of  the  inmates  in  the  rents  received  from  the  estates  in  the  two 
s  apportionable. 

B  B   2 
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lS4r5.        year  1680,  by  indenture,  the  said  Duke,  in  pursuai^ce 
AsHMOftK       of  the  will  of  the  said   Earl  of  Shreucsburyy  conveyed 
Lkcs.         certain  lands  and  tenements  to  trustees  for  the  purpose 
of  maintaining  the  hospital  and  paying  the  inmates  ^and 
pensioners  according  to  the  said  constitutions.     lEle 
hospital  has  been  further  regulated  by  certain  pri'^rate 
acts  of  parliament  respectively  passed  in  the  elev^stA 
year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  L,  the  tenth  year  of 
the  reign  of  King  George  III.,  and  in  the  fourth  year  of 
the  reign  of  King  George  IV.,  confirming  the  found' 
ation  of  the  said  hospital  and  the  constitutions  thereof, 
subject  to  certain  changes  and  modifications  duly  inVrc^ 
duced  by  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  statutes* 

There  are  now  twenty  male  inmates  of  the  said  bo^* 
pital,  of  whom  the  said  James  Ashmore  is  one^  and  ^^ 
such  inmates  they  occupy  and  enjoy  certain  rooms  ar9  ^ 
premises  at  Sheffield^  in  the  county  of  York  ;  but  th^^ 
are  not  in  the  occupation  of  any  property  in  the  counC-.^ 
of  Nottingham. 

By  the  said  constitutions  it  is  (amongst  other  things  / 
ordained  that  in  the  said  hospital  there  shall  be»  for  ev^  ^ 
one  governor  and  twenty  poor  persons,  who  shall  gi^^ 
themselves  to  the  service  of  God,  and  to  pray  for  tbs^ 
prosperity  of  the  noble  family  of  the  founder  and  h  i^ 
posterity.     And  that  the  said  governor  and  every   ^ 
them  should  enjoy  such  chambers,  rooms^  and  aocono-" 
modations  from  time  to  time  for  their  lives,  togetb^'' 
with  such  stipend  and  all  other  allowances  as  are  tb^**^" 
inafter  to  every  of  them  limited  and  appointed,  cV^'T 
one  of  them  well  and  honestly  behaving  himself  accoi^* 
ing  to  the  said  statutes  and  constitutions. 

It  is  also  provided  by  the  said  constitutions  that  tl^ 
said  Duke  of  Norfolk  and  his  heirs  should  from  tiin^  ^^ 


^^*^      one  whole  year's  firing.      And  the  assistants  ap- 


^"^^^  »ted  were  also  from  time  to  time  to  advise  and  assist 
^^^    governor  in  buying  the  said  clothing  in  such  manner 
Thereafter  directed ;  that  is  to  say,  to  every  man  a 
^^le  gown  in  seven  years  for  festival  days,  and  a  blue 
^  every  two  years  to  be  clothed  withal. 

t  was  also  further  provided  by  the  said  constitutions 

a  register  should  be  kept  of  all  the  members  of  the 

pital  after  their  regular  election.     And  that  the  poor 

n  should  be  widowers  or  bachelors  and  threescore 

of  age  or  upwards,  unless  any  of  them  should  be 

icularly  dispensed  with   by  the  said  Duke  or  his 

rs.     And  that  for  electing  them,  the  governor  and 

ee  assistants,  or  the  major  part,  should,  on  the  death 

removal  of  every  poor  person,  present  the  names  of 

>  persons  for  every  void  place  to  the  said  Duke  or 

^  heirs,  to  the  end  that  the  said  Duke  or  his  heirs 

^^ht  elect  one  or  more  to  the  vacant  place  or  places. 

^d  that  if  the  Duke  or  his  heirs  should  neglect  to 

oose  within  six  weeks,  the  governor  and  assistants, 

the  majority,  were  then  to  fill  up  the  vacancy  or 
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tirrm^  nominate  the  governor  and  certain  persons  who         1845. 

we  mr^  to  be  assistants  to  the  governor  in  the  disposal  of      AsHMoaB 

th^     revenues  of  the  said  hospiul,  and  they  were  to  re- 

cei  -%r  e  the  rents  from  the  collector  and  lay  them  up  in  the 

^^^^m.s\iry  of  the  hospital,  and  one  or  more  of  them  were 

^o      vneet  monthly  with  the  governor  in  the  hall,   and 

P^3r    the  said  inmates  their  allowances  (as  thereinafter 

'^^3r^i.ted  and  appointed)  out  of  the  monies  in  the  treasure 

'^^^•^mse;  that  is  to  say,  2s.  6d.  a  week  for  each  inmate 

C^^^l^ich  sum  has  since  been  considerably  increased  under 

^■^^  powers  given  by  the  said  acts  of  parliament),  and  also 

^^^    '■^^very  one  in  due  season  two  wain  loads  of  pit  coals 
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1845.        vacancies,  provided  that  the  said  founder  or  his  b^xxis 
AiHMOR*       might,  if  he  or  they  thought  fit,  make  choice  of  a 
jj^^         person  qualified  according  to  the  statuties  without 
certificate  from  the  governor  and  assistants. 

It  was  further  provided  by  the  said  const3tntior»^ 
that  the  persons  to  be  elected  should  be  chosen 
Sheffield^  if  fit  persons  were  to  be  found  therein, 
poor  tenants  of  the  founder  and  his  heirs  to  have 
preference ;  and  if  proper  persons  could  not  be  feai 
in  Skeffieldf  the  said  Duke  or  his  heirs  might  ch< 
any  person  qualified  according  to  the  statutes  in 
place  where  the  Duke  or  his  heirs  had  lands  descended 
to  him  from  the  said  Gilbert^  Earl  b(  Shrewsbury. 

The  personiB  to  be  elected  were  to  be  poor  indigenl 
people  well  esteemed  of  for  Godly  life  and  conversatkxif 
and  of  good  condition^  and  peaceable  and  quiet  amongst 
their  neighbours,  and  such  as  by  persons  of  honest 
repute  should  be  judged  fit  objects  of  the  chariQr;  hut 
if  it  should  so  happen  by  misinfermatioa  or  mistake 
that  any  person  should  be  elected  wanting  such  qoaUfi^ 
cations  as  are  in  the  statutes  required^  6r  should  after* 
wards  miarry,  or  in  anywise  misbehave  thendselves,  eoi»- 
ti*ary  to  the  said  rules  and  constitutions,  that  then  eveiy 
such  poor  person  should  be  removed  and  expelled  by 
the  governor  and  assistants  for  the  time  beings  or  the 
major  part,  and  another  chosen  in  his  place. 

It  was  further  provided  by  the  said  oonstitntioiis  that 
the  said  poor  persons  were  ta  employ  themselves  in 
some  work  and  labour  according  t6  their  abilities.  That 
no  one  was  to  lodge  with  any  of  the  said  poor  pertoia, 
or  be  admitted  to  inhabit  in  their  hxnns  without  litenle 
as  therein  mentioned,  and  that  none  of  the  said  poor 
persons  should  lodge  abroad^  wander,  or  beg  Isdiiis, 
upon  pain  of  expulsion. 
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was  also  ordained  that  the  gowns  belonging  to  the        1845. 
persons  should  on  their  deaths  go  to  their  soo-      Aan§o%M 
»rs ;  and  that  in  the  year  when  they  had  no  gowns 
wo    shirts  should  be  provided  for  the  men. 

X^  was  also  provided  that  if  tlie  said  poor  persons 
l%om:i1d  profanely  curse  or  swear,  or  frequent  taverns  or 
l^houses,  or  remain  there  above  an  hour  in  a  day,  or 
le  d  runk,  or  any  otherwise  misbehave  themselves,  that 
tbe  governor  and  assbtants  might  for  a  first,  second, 
and  third  offence  impose  certain  specified  fines,  to  be 
stopped  out  of  their  weekly  allowances ;  and  that  if  the 
sAid  offender  should  be  incorrigible,  and  should  not 
reffonn  his  life,  then  the  offender  should  be  expelled ; 
P'^c^^ided  that  the  governor  and  assistants,  and  the  Duke 
o**  his  heirs,  might  afterwards  at  their  pleasure,  by 
^^ting^  restore  the  person  so  expelled. 

It  was  also  ordained  that  what  monies  should  at  the 
csmI   of  any  year  remain  over  the  necessary  disbnrse- 
ii^^nts    thereby    authorized    should    be    put  into  the 
^^'^^Qiiiion  treasury;  and  whenever  it  should  be  found 
™^t    there   remamed   in   the  treasury   (all  necessary 
<^^M-ges  being  defrayed)  above  100/.,  that  then  all  such 
^vplus  money  exceeding  lOOL  should  be  equally  dis- 
tributed  amongst  the  poor  persons  according  to  the 
pi^portkm  of  their  allowance. 

Certain  other  particular  rqrulations  were  made  by 
^^  said  constitutions ;  but  they  are  not  material  to  the 
P^^^Qsent  case.     No  power  of  expulsion  was  given  except 
w)te  which  are  above  set  out. 

It  was  farther  ordained  that  the  said  Duke,  any  thing 

tberein  contained,  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  did 

iMrve  power  to  himself  and  his  heirs  for  ever  to  alter, 

I       dispense  with,  or  repeal  at  his  or  their  wills  or  pleasures 
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J  S45.        any  of  ihe  said  statutes,  constitutions,  and  ordinances, 

AsBMou      ^"^  ^  ^^^  suc^  "c^  on^s  '^o^  ^'"^^  ^^  ^'i^®  ^  ^®  o^ 
they  in  their  wisdom  should  think  fit  for  the  better 

government  of  the  said  hospital,  provided  always  that 
neither  the  said  Duke  nor  his  heirs  should  divert  or 
diminish  any  part  of  the  2002.  clear  yearly  revenue 
which  was  the  minimum  amount  originally  appointed 
by  the  will  of  the  said  Elarl  oi  Shrewdmry  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  said  hospital  when  he  directed  the  same 
to  be  founded. 

The  hospital  as  it  now  exists  is  governed  by  the  said 
constitutions  as  modified  by  the  said  private  acts  of 
parliament.  The  material  enactments  of  the  said  acts 
of  parliament  with  reference  to  the  present  case  are, 
that,  instead  of  having  the  surplus  revenues  distributed 
amongst  the  original  number  of  pensioners^  additional 
pensioners  were  directed  to  be  chosen,  and  the  trustees, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Duke,  were  empowered  and 
directed  from  time  to  time  to  add  as  many  more  pen* 
sioners  as  the  revenues  of  the  hospital  would  allow 
(leaving  a  sufficient  surplus  for  repairs  and  incidental 
expenses).  And  the  trustees  were^  under  the  directions 
of  the  Duke,  to  pay  to  the  pensioners  such  fixed  sti- 
pends as  they  should  think  fit  (having  regard  to  the 
revenues  of  the  hospital),  and  to  lessen,  increase,  vary, 
change,  and  alter  such  weekly  stipends  as  they  should 
find  requisite,  so  that  the  stipends  should  at  no  time  be 
reduced  below  35.  6d.  a  week. 

The  hospital  was  never  incorporated,  and  the  estates 
from  which  its  revenues  arise  have  always  been  and  are 
now  vested  in  trustees,  to  hold  the  said  estates  in  trust 
to  apply  the  revenues  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the 
lioiipital  in  repair,  and  paying  the  pensioners  their  sti- 


V. 

Lxn. 


344  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1845.  allowance  for  coals  and  clothing  are  to  be  added  to- 
AsHMORK  g^^'^^'^f  ^^^  fire  to  be  considered  as  arising  from  the  whole 
of  the  real  estates  of  the  hospital^  and  to  be  apportion- 
able  between  the  two  counties  of  Yorkshire  and  Nbititig^ 
hamshiref  according  to  the  relatiye  Tallies  of  the  estates 
in  each^  the  amount  of  the  proportion  to  be  so  considered 
as  arising  from  Nottinghamshire  would  be  of  sufficient 
value  to  entitle  him  to  be  placed  on  the  register,  pn^ 
vided  his  interest  were  in  other  respects  suffici^it ;  but 
if  the  value  of  the  coals  and  clothing  is  not  to  be  taken 
into  account,  then  the  proportion  of  the  money  stipend 
alone  would  be  insufficient.  The  original  stipend  of 
25.  6cL  a  week,  and  the  subsequently  fixed  minimum  of 
35.  6d.  per  week  would  be  quite  insufficient  in  any  case; 
and,  if  the  land  and  com  rents  in  Nottinghamshire  are 
not  to  be  added  together  in  estimating  the  total  value  of 
the  Nottinghamshire  property  as  described  in  the  list, 
the  value  would  in  no  case  be  sufficient. 

On  the  part  of  the  objector  it  was  contended, 

1st  That  James  Ashmore  had  not  a  life  interest  in  the 
emoluments  he  enjoyed  by  virtue  of  his  appointment  as 
an  in*pensioner  of  the  hospital. 

Sd.  That  if  he  had  a  life  interest  in  such  emoluments, 
it  was  not  proved  that  he  had  any  legal  or  equitable 
estate  in  lands  or  tenements  in  the  county  of  Nottingham^ 
as  the  whole  real  estates  were  in  two  different  counties, 
and  James  Ashmore  was  not  entided  to  require  payment 
of  his  stipend  or  allowances  or  any  part  of  them  out  of 
the  Nottinghamshire  property  in  particular,  but  that  this 
was  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the  trustees. 

3d.  That  even  if  he  had  an  equitable  estate  in  the 
Nottinghamshire  property,  yet  as  that  property  consisted 
partly  of  lands  and  partly  of  com  rents  arising  from 
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ds  not  belonging  to  the  hospital,  these  two  different        1 845. 
criptions  of  property  could  not  be  joined  to  make  up       iumioiii 

v^equisite  value  for  the  franchise,  each  of  them  being         ^- 
^^y  insuflBcient  for  the  purpose. 
I^td).  That  the  mere  right  to  receive,  as  an  inmate  of 

Impital,  the  said  weekly  stipend,  and  the  said  allow- 
-^  of  coals  and  clothing  (according  to  the  said  consti- 
i^^>08  and  acts  of  parliament)  did  not  constitute  a  suffi- 
cmt  equitable  estate  or  interest  in  the  real  propertyi 
t.  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  which  such  allowances 
p«  made,  to  eniitle  James  jtshnun-e  to  be  placed  on  the 
^ster;  and  that  at  all  events  the  value  of  the  allow- 
c%8  for  coals  and  clothing  could  not  be  taken  into  ac- 
ta nt  to  make  up  the  requisite  value. 
The  revising  barrister  decided  in  favour  of  the  ob- 
ctor  upon  the  2d  and  4th  grounds,  and  expunged  the 
mmen  from  the  register,  subject  to  the  present  case. 

The  constitutions  and  several  acts  of  parliament  re- 
tting to  the  hospital  were  to  be  read  or  referred  to  as  a 
38rt  of  the  case,  if  necessary. 

Mdlor  for  the  appellant  The  case  does  not  find 
rbether  Askmore  received  his  appointment  as  an  inmate 
rf*  the  hospital  before  or  after  the  passing  6f  the  Reform 
let,  but  the  case  for  the  appellant  may  be  ai^ed  upon 
he  more  unfavourable  hypothesis,  that  the  appointment 
rat  tuade  after  that  period.  In  the  first  plate,  then,  the 
rciter  had  a  life  interest  in  the  emolument  which  he  en** 
oyed  by  virtue  of  bis  appointment ;  Simpson  v.  Wilkin^ 
tnu  (a)  [Matde  J.  There  is  no  appeal  to  us  on  that 
)oint,  as  the  quoestion  has  not  been  reserved  by  the  re^ 
rising  barrister  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.]    The 

(a)  Ante,  p.  168. 
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1845.  objection  was  taken  before  him,  and  by  tlie  forty-second 
AsBMORx  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  he  is  required  to  state 
in  writing  his  decision  upon  the  whole  case.  He  has 
given  no  opinion  upon  the  first  point.  [Tindal  C  J. 
He  seems  to  have  decided  the  first  and  third  objections 
in  your  favour.]  Tlie  first  question,  then,  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court  will  be,  whether  the  second  ob- 
jection taken  before  the  barrister  can  be  sustained.  It 
is  submitted  that  Ashmore  had  a  sufficient  equitable 
estate  in  lands  in  the  county  of  Nottingham  to  entide 
him  to  vote  for  the  county.  The  revenues  of  the  hos- 
pital arise  entirely  from  real  property,  situate  partly  in 
Yorkshire  and  partly  in  Nottinghamshire^  and  the  case 
expressly  finds  that  if  the  rents  may  be  apportioned, 
the  proportion  arising  from  NMinghamshire  would  be 
of  sufficient  value  to  confer  the  franchise  upon  the  in- 
mates, assuming  that  the  weekly  stipends  of  105.,  and 
the  average  annual  value  of  the  allowances  for  coals  and 
clothing  are  to  be  added  together.  It  is  apprehended 
that  the  rents  may  be  so  apportioned.  The  inmates  arc 
paid  out«of  a  common  fund,  one  third  of  which  arises 
from  the  Nottinghamshire  property.  It  is  like  the  ap- 
portionment  of  a  mortgage  on  an  estate  in  two  counties; 
Long  V.  Short  {a) ;  Elliott  on  Registration,  {b)  Then,  a2 
to  the  fourth  objection.  It  was  contended  before  the 
revising  barrister  that  the  right  to  receive  the  weekly 
stipend  of  105.  and  the  allowance  of  coals  and  clothing, 
did  not  constitute  a  sufficient  equitable  estate  or  interesi 
in  the  real  property  to  confer  a  vote,  and  that  at  all 
events  the  value  of  the  allowances  for  coals  and  clothing 
could  not  be  taken  into  account  to  make  up  the  requi- 

(a)  1  Peere  irms.  403.  S.  C.  3  Fern.  756. 

(b)  2nd  cd.  p.  84. 
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'^alue.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  case  upon  what  184!^. 
sise  ground  the  barrister  decided  in  favour  of  this  ashmoeik 
^<:tion,  but,  with  respect  to  the  latter  branch  of  it,  it 
ns  quite  immaterial  whether  the  -  inmates  receive 
ft«y  or  money's  worth ;  whether  they  have  a  right  to 
l1  cash,  or  that  which  costs  money  to  buy,  and  will 
b  money  if  sold.  There  can  be  little  doubt,  how- 
r*,  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was 
ed  upon  the  impression  that  the  trustees  of  the  hos- 
J  had  an  arbitrary  discretion  to  reduce  the  amount 
I.  to  the  inmates  of  the  hospital  to  the  sum  of  Ss.  6^. 
^ek.  In  one  of  the  private  acts  of  parliament  (a)  by 
i«h  the  affairs  of  the  hospital  are  regulated,  it  is  re- 
bd  that  in  the  year  1768,  a  great  storm  or  flood  hap- 
led  at  the  town  of  Sheffield^  whereby  a  considerable 
rt  of  the  buildings  of  the  said  hospital  were  swept 
'ay  and  demolished,  and  the  statute  proceeds  to  enact 
at  the  trustees  shall,  according  to  the  circumstances 
'  the  case  and  the  exigencies  of  the  times,  pay  to  the 
iDsioners  such  fixed  stipends  as  they  shall  think  fit 
aving  regard  to  the  revenues  of  the  hospital),  with 
U  power  and  authority  to  lessen  or  increase,  vary, 
ange,  and  alter  such  weekly  stipends  as  they  should 
id  requisite,  so  that  the  stipends  should  at  no  time  be 
luced  below  35.  6d.  a  week  in  money.  In  Davis  v. 
^addington  (i),  there  was  no  limit  to  the  discretion  of 
e  trustees,  but  the  reference  made  in  this  act  to  the 
sualties  which  had  occurred  in  the  history  of  the  hos- 
tal  show  that  it  was  not  intended  to  confer  on  the 
Dstees  a  power  which  they  could  arbitrarily  exercise. 
loUman  J.  The  trustees  are  obliged,  at  the  end  of  the 
ar,  to  distribute  any  surplus  above  100/.  among  the 

(a;  10  Gto,  3,  c.  Iviii.  (6)  Antd,  p.  159. 
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1845.  inmates.]  That  is  an  additional  circumstance  to  show 
AsHuoAB  ^^^^  ^^  htLve  not  an  unfettered  discretion.  They  are 
l^^^  bound  to  distribute  the  money  according  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case»  the  exigencies  of  the  times»  and  the 
state  of  the  hospital  revenues.  It  is,  moreover,  found 
by  the  case,  that  Ashmore  receives  as  an  inmate  of  the 
hospital  a  fixed  stipend  of  105.  a  week,  and  it  must  be 
presumed,  that  he  will  continue  to  receive  that  sum 
during  his  life,  unless  there  shall  be  a  falling  off  in  the 
revenues  of  the  hospital,  or  some  extraordinary  casualty 
shall  occur.  He  has  a  life  estate^  therefore,  of  sufficient 
value,  determinable  upon  a  certain  event ;  as  A.  would 
have  a  life  estate,  if  an  estate  were  granted  to  him  till  be 
went  to  Westminster.  The  claimants,  therefore,  were  eo« 
titled  to  be  placed  on  the  register,  and,  consequently, 
the  decbion  of  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Bt/tes  Serjt.  for  the  respondent  The  fourth  objec* 
tion  taken  before  the  revising  barrister  is  the  most 
material.  The  main  question  will  be,  whether  Ashmore 
has  an  absolute  right  to  receive  more  than  Ss.  6d.  a  week, 
besides  the  allowance  of  coals  and  clothing.  It  is  sub- 
mitted that  any  further  sum  which  he  receives  is  nothing 
more  than  a  gratuity,  the  continuance  of  which  he  can- 
not enforce.  The  trustees  are  empowered  to  increase 
the  number  of  the  pensioners  to  any  amount  as  far  as 
the  revenues  of  the  hospital  will  permit.  There  is  also 
a  power  to  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  and  his  heirs  for  ever 
to  alter,  dispense  with,  or  repeal,  at  his  or  their  wills  or 
pleasures,  any  of  the  statutes,  constitutions,  and  ordi- 
nances by  which  the  hospital  is  regulated,  and  to  add 
new  ones  from  time  to  time,  provided  that  neither  the 
Duke  nor  bis  heirs,  divert  or  diminish  any  part  of  the 
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Ki  the  minimum  amount  originally  appointed  for  the  1845. 
E3tenaiiC8  of  the  hospitaL  Further,  the  trustees  arc  .^^^* 
lierty,  under  the  direction  of  the  Duke»  to  pay  to  the  ,  J^ 
sioners  such  fixed  stipends  as  they  shall  think  fit, 

to  lessen  or  increase,  vary,  change,  and  alter  such 
Bdy  stipends  as  they  shall  find  requisite,  so  that  the 
ends  be  not  reduced  below  the  sum  of  Ss.  6d.  It 
not  be  said,  therefore,  that  the  inmates  have  any 
at  to  receive  more  than  that  sum,  because  the  trustees 

not  obliged  to  pay  more.  Supposing,  however,  the 
art  should  entertain  any  doubt  upon  that  question, 
Lay  be  necessary  to  advert  to  the  point  raised  before 

iMurrister  with  respect  to  the  allowances  of  coals  and 
Ung*  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  value  of  the  gowns 
not  be  taken  into  the  account,  as  the  pensioners  have 
p*  the  usufruct  of  them ;  and  the  value  of  the  coals 
:^e  will  not  make  up  the  requisite  sum.  [Matde  J. 
^  revbing  barrister  speaks  of  the  average  annual 
tMt  of  the  appellant's  allowance  for  coals  and  clothing; 
t:,I  suppose,  means  the  average  value  to  the  appellant 
caaelf.]  With  regard  to  the  apportionment  of  the 
Its,  it  is  conceded  that  the  argument  on  the  other  side 
cuiot  be  satisfactorily  answered. 

MeUoTf  in  reply.  The  point  on  which  the  case  is 
Imitted  to  turn  relates  to  the  power  of  the  trustees 
)  reduce  the  stipends  to  35.  6d.  a  week.  lErk  J.  I 
ant  to  see  how  it  is  that  these  parties  have  an  equit- 
j\e  estate  in  land.  Suppose  the  Duke  of  Norfolk  had 
sviaed  all  his  estates  to  certain  persons,  in  trust  to  pay, 
]ler  aliag  10/.  a  year  for  life  to  each  of  his  servants, 
ho  bad  been  in  his  service  for  three  years ;  I  appre* 
snd  that  these  servants  would  not  take  an  estate  in 
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1845.        land,  but  only  an  interest  in  a  sum  of  money.]    It  b  sul 
AMMOftK      niitted  that,  under  the  seventy-fourth  section  of  the  sta^—*!. 
6  Vict.  c.  18.,  they  would  be  entitled  to  vote  as  cedc^^ed 
que  trusts  in  actual  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profit£».^Hts. 
iMauk  J.  referred  to  Simpson  v.    Wilkinson.  (a)J    E^EHn 
Baxter  v.  Newman  (£),  when  the  trusts  of  a  partnershim   «ip 
deed  declared  that  freehold  land,  bought  for  the  puK^  JMir- 
poses  of  the  partnership,  should  be  deemed  persons,  ^al 
estate,   and  not   real    estate,   it  was  held  that  ea< 
partner  had  an  equitable  freehold  interest  in  the  pi 
mises,  corresponding  with  the  amount  of  bis  si 
That  is  a  much  stronger  case  than  the  present.    {Erkf^^     'J* 
In  that  case  the  partners  bought  the  freehold  for 
selves  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  to  whom  it  was 
veyed.]     Where  there  is  a  devise  of  land  in  trust  t^      ^ 
sell  it  and  divide  the  proceeds,  the  parties  claiming.  ^"^"S 
under  the  will  have  only  an  interest  in  the  money ;  btc^  ^^°^ 
the  devise  here  is  to  trustees  in  trust  to  receive  Htk^^-^^ 
rents  of  the  estates,  and  to  pay  a  portion  of  those  rent9  ^^nts 
to  the  inmates  of  the  hospital.     [Matde  J.     The  chi^^S  ^^^^ 
difficulty  with  which  you  have  to  contend  is,  whethe  ^^  tf^^^ 
these  parties  have  an  absolute  right  to  more  than  Ss.  ^aB^>^^  ^ 
a  week.]    The  trustees  have  not  an  arbitrary  discretioB^^'-^^ 
to  reduce  the  stipend  now  paid  to  that  amount,  bus^^^ 
must  exercise  it  according  to  the  exigencies  of  the  timess'^  ^^^ 
and  the  state  of  the  revenues  of  the  hospital. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  question  is  now  reduced  to  tb»^^-^    ^ 
single  inquiry,  whether  the  amount  of  the  stipend  v.i        ' 
sufficient  on  which  the  claim  to  vote  is  founded.     Tbitfs  ^Vnt 
will  depend  upon  the  fact  whether  the  claimants  wrw^^^-^f^ 
entitled,  legally  or  equitably,  to  receive  a  greater  suv^  mLmum 

(a)  Ante,  p.  168.  (6)  Anli,  p.  287. 
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than  Ss»  6d.  a  week,  because  it  is  found  by  the  revising  1845. 
barrister,  that  if  they  are  not  entitled  to  more  than  that  ashmoe* 
sum,  even  if  the  allowances  of  coals  and  clothing  be 
taken  into  consideration,  the  proportion  left  from  the 
NiMinghamshire  estates  would  not  be  sufficient  in  amount 
:o  give  them  a  right  to  be  placed  on  the  register.  Now, 
t  seems  to  me,  looking  at  the  original  constitutions  of 
he  hospital,  and  the  private  acts  of  parliament  referred 
o  in  the  case,  that  the  claimants  have  no  legal  or  equit- 
ible  right  to  receive  more  than  3s.  6d.  a  week.  Formerly 
he  sum  was  2s.  6d.  a  week,  but  it  was  afterwards  raised 
o  Ss.  6d,f  and  in  consequence  of  the  distribution  of  the 
iurplus  revenue  among  the  pensioners,  it  is  now  lOs.  a 
reek.  But  the  private  act  of  parliament  referred  to,  and 
lartly  set  out  in  the  case,  10  G.  3.  c.  Iviii.  s.  4.,  enacts 
*  that  out  of  the  surplus  of  the  yearly  and  other  rents, 
ssues,  interest  monies,  proceeds,  revenues,  and  profits, 
hey,  the  said  trustees  for  the  time  being,  shall,  by  and 
inder  the  direction  of  the  said  Edward  Duke  of  Norfolk 
laring  his  life,  and,  after  his  decease,  of  such  person 
\nd  persons  as  hereinafter  is  and  are  mentioned,  weekly 
nake,  answer,  and  pay  to  and  for  the  present  members 
>f  the  said  hospital  and  their  successors  (other  than  the 
^Temor  of  the  said  hospital  for  the  time  being)  such 
allowances,  appointments,  payments,  and  stipends  as 
tney  the  said  trustees  for  the  time  being,  under  the 
^ame  directions  shall  from  the  circumstances  of  the 
Tase,  or  the  exigencies  of  the  times,  (having  due  regard 
^  what  the  yearly  income  and  revenues  of  the  said  hos- 
'itnl  will  afford)  from  time  to  time  find  requisite ;  with 
rll  power  and  authority  to  them,  the  said  trustees  for 
^  time  being,  under  the  same  directions,  to  lessen,  in- 
i,  vary,  change,  and  alter  such  weekly  allowances, 
OL.  I.  c  c 
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1845*        payments,  and  stipends  as  they  shall  also  find  requisite; 
^jg^o„       so  as  the  same  allowances,  payments,  and  stipends,  shall 
J^^  not  at  any  time  be  reduced  under  or  below  Ss.  6d.M 

week  in  money  to  each  of  the  said  members  (other  than 
the  said  governor)  respectively/'  When  that  provision  15 
coupled  with  the  power  given  to  the  trustees  to  increasi 
the  number  of  pensioners,  it  is  clear,  I  think,  that  th< 
inmates  have  no  right  to  receive  any  fixed  sum  beyond 
the  stipend  of  Ss.  6d,  a  week. 

CoLTMAN  J.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  a  person  receivei 
rents  and  profits  arising  out  of  land  of  the  value  of  10£ 
a  year ;  he  should  have  a  fuved  right  to  receive  that 
amount  before  he  can  become  entitled  to  a  vote  for  the 
county.  Now,  in  this  case,  although  the  appellant  has 
received  a  stipend  of  IO5.  a  week,  the  amount  is  liable 
to  be  reduced  at  any  time  to  S^.  6d.  He  has  therefore 
no  vested  and  fixed  right  to  any  thing  beyond  Ss.  6d^ 
and  upon  the  finding  of  the  revising  barrister  that  sum 
is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  appellant  to  a  vote. 

Maule  J.  I  think  that  the  revising  barrister  was 
right,  upon  the  ground  that  the  appellant  had  no  legal 
or  equitable  estate  of  a  sufficient  value  to  confer  the 
franchise.  It  is  found  that  he  had  not  such  an  estate^ 
unless  his  right  or  interest  in  the  emoluments  which  be 
enjoyed  by  virtue  of  his  appointment  was  such  as  to 
constitute  a  right  to  receive  more  than  Ss.  6dL  a  week. 
I  think  he  has  no  such  right,  because  the  payment  of  a. 
larger  sum  is  subject  to  the  discretion  of  persons  over 
whom  he  has  no  control. 

Erle  J.    It  appears  to  me,  also,  that,  whatever  majci 
Ji)e  the  nature  of  the  equitable  estate  of  which  ihesa 
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parties  daim  to  be  seised,  the  value  was  not  sufficient        1845. 
All  that  the  parties  are  certainly  entitled  to  is  3s.  6d.  a       ashmori 
week,  for  the  trustees    have  power  to  add  from  time 
to  time  as  many  more  pensioners  as  the  revenues  of  the 
baapital  will  allow. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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Bishop,  Appellant,  and  Helps,  Respondent.  December  23. 

THIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision   of  Henry  The  production 
of  A  ttAinpcfl 

Singer  Keating,  £sq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the  duplicate  notice 

eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Gloucester.  under^tat"' 

Senry  Bishop  objected  to  the  name  of  John  Cooke  ^^^\^^^ 
1)eu]fi:  retained  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  <f^^^  e^i- 

*                        *                                                              ^  deoce  that  the 

Corse^  in  the  said  county.     The  objector,  who  resided  original  notice 

reached  tlie 

at  Cheltenham,   produced  duplicates  of  notices   of  ob-  party  objected 

...        1                         r                   1                          1  to  on  the  day 

jection  m  the  proper  form  to  the  voter  and  overseers  on  which  it 
of  the  parish,   bearing  the  Manchester  post  mark  of  been  delivered 

^e    24tb   day  of  August    1845,'  and   proved    that   in  lou^Jl^ofi;^ 

the  ordinary  course  of  post  those  notices  would  have  ^  ^^  ^'*** 

ben  delivered  at  the  places  to  which  they  were  re-  notice  of  ob- 

•^  jection  Mot  by 

Sjpedivdy  addressed  sometime   on   the   following  day.  posttotheover- 

*-»n           .                          11-111  ■®*"»  purau^nt 

\Jne  notices  were  not  delivered   at  those  places   re«  tof.  loi. 

flipectively  until  the  27th  day  of  August,  and  had  the 

post  mark  of  the  27th  at  the  places  to  which  they  were 

'addressed  also  impressed  upon  them.     It  was  objected 

o*^    the  part  of  the  voter  that  the  objector  had  not  given 

^^^   notice  required  by  the  statute  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  7-  in 

«l*i^  time,  either  to  the  voter  or  the  overseers.     The 

t^rister   retained  the   name  upon  the  list,  and  also, 

c  c  2 
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]  845.  upon  a  similar  state  of  facts,  the  names  of  thirteen  other 
BuHop  persons,  whose  several  appeals  depended  upon  tbe 
same  decision. 

If  the   Court  should  be  of  opinion   that  both  tf^e 
notices  were  given   in  due  time,  as  required  by  tb^ 
statute,  the  names  were  to  be  expunged ;  but  if  eith^ 
of  the  notices  was  not  so  given,  then  the  names  were 
be  retained. 

The  case  was  argued  (in  Michaelmas  term,  Nouenib^^^ 
13th)  by 

Talfourd  Serjt.  for  the  appellant     The  single 
tion  in  this  case  is,  whether  an  objector,  who  has 
plied  with  all  the  requisitions  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18 
far  as  they  apply  to  the  sending  of  notices  by  post,  ao 
the  proof  of  such  notices  having  been  delivered,  is 
titled  to  rest  his  case  upon  the  fact  that  be  has  don 
so ;  or  whether,  assuming  such  compliance  to  be  prim 
facte  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  such  notices,  it  is  stil 
competent  to  the  party  objected  to  to  shew  that,  b; 
some  default  or  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  post  office, 
tlie  notices  did  not  in  fact  reach  him  or  the  overseers, 
until  after  the  time  specified  in  the  statute.   The  seventh 
section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  requires  a  notice  of 
objection  to  be  given  to  the  overseers,  and  also  to  the 
party  objected  to,  on  or  before  the  25lh  day  of  August. 
The  100th  section  of  the  statute  then  provides  that 
whenever  any  person  shall  be  desirous  of  sending  any 
such  notice  of  objection  by  the  post,  the  production  of 
a  stamped  duplicate  of  the  notice  shall  be  evidence  of 
the  nodce  having  been  given  to  the  person  at  tbe  piMce 
mentioned  in  such  duplicate  on  the  day  on  whidi  such 
notice  would,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been 
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delivered  to  such  place.  Then  conies  the  101st  section,  1845. 
which  enacts  that  whenever  any  notice  is  reqaired  by  buhot 
"®  ^ct  to  be  given  or  sent  to  the  overseers  of  any  ^J^ 
parish,  it  shall  be  si^ient  if  such  notice  shall  be  sent 
^7  tJiie  post ;  and  that  wherever  any  notice  is  required 
to  be  given  or  sent  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever, 
^'  pciblic  officer,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  be 
^^'^  by  the  post  in  the  manner  and  subject  to  the  regu- 
latmoms  therein-before  provided.  The  question,  there* 
fo'*^'^  comes  to  this  —  whether  the  production  of  the 
staonped  duplicate  shall,  or  shall  not,  be  conclusive  evi- 
deooe  of  the  due  delivery  of  the  notices  in  both  cases. 
In  ^lie  case  of  notice  of  dishonour  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
^^  question  would  be  whether  the  party  sending  it  had 
done  all  in  his  power  to  give  due  notice;  and  proof 
^^^  he  bad  put  the  letter  containing  the  notice  into  the 
P^^t;  office  in  proper  time  would  be  sufficient  evidence 
^^  ihe  notice  having  reached  its  destination,  (a)  It  is 
^^<i tended  that  the  scope  and  object  of  the  provisions  of 
'"*•  act  were  to  promote  the  general  convenience,  by 
Saving  lo  the  stamp  of  the  post  office  a  greater  effect 
^^O  it  usually  carries  with  it,  and  thus  simplifying  the 
'^^^HJe  of  proof.  The  legislature  had  a  similar  object  in 
vie^v  when  it  enacted  that,  in  the  case  of  newspapers, 
^^  production  of  a  certified  copy  of  the  declaration  re- 
SlUire^  to  be  made  before  the  newspaper  can  be  published 

^^H   have  the  same  effect  for  the  purposes  of  evidence 

^e  original  declaration,  (i)     The  argument  of  in- 

"^^enience  to  the  party  and  the  overseers,  in  conse* 

"^^nce  of  the  notices  not  arriving  in  time,  ought  not 

^eigh  against  the  express  words  of  the  statute.    In 

(a)  Ace  Stocken  ▼.  CoUin^  *J  M.^  W.  515. 
(6)  See  sUt  6  &  7  Will  4.  c.  76.  s$.  €,  8. 

C  C  3 


S56  MICHAELMAS  VACATION, 

1845.  Allan  v.  Waterhouse  {a\  the  Court  held  that  a  post- 
bJ^^^^  master's  managing  clerk  might  discharge  the  duty  of 
comparing  and  stamping  the  duplicate  notltes  of  objec* 
tion,  instead  of  the  postmaster,  without  affecting  the 
validity  of  the  post-ofBce  stamp.  So  in  Cuming  v. 
Toms  (J),  Tindal  C.  J.  said,  "  When  the  duplicate  is 
produced^  the  whole  faith  and  credit  which  is  attached 
to  it  is  given  to  the  stamp  of  the  postmaster."  {^Maulei. 
The  objection  against  your  construction  of  the  act  is, 
that  the  stamp  would  be  proof  of  something  of  which 
the  contrary  appears.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  general 
convenience  will  be  consulted  by  adhering  to  the  plain 
words  of  the  statute,  and  substituting,  in  accordance 
with  the  object  of  the  act,  the  simple  machinery  of  the  ^^  je 
post-ofBce  stamp  for  the  troublesome  and  expensive  ^^^e 
modes  of  proof  to  which  parties  objecting  were  formerly  "^f- Jy 
obliged  to  resort 

Byles  Serjt.  (Grace  with  him)   for  the  respondeo 
It  is  submitted  that  neither  the  notice  to  the  voter, 
the   notice  to  the  overseers,  was  given  in  doe  dm 
With  regard  to  the  notice  to  the  voter,  much  stress 
been  laid  on  the  other  side  upon  the  word  ^*  sufficient,'^  ^^ 
which  appears  in  the  100th  section  of  the  Registratioir:^  ^n 
Act     But  that  word  may  mean  simply  *^  primii  f&d^m  £ie 
evidence,"  and  the  words  "  sent  by  the  post,"  clearlj^  ^^ 
do  not  imply  "put  into  the  post,"  but  " efectnall^  M\j 
transmitted  by  the  post."     The  argument  for  the  appeLC^sI- 
lant  is  much  more  assisted  by  the  words  contained  in       ^^  a 
subsequent  part  of  the  clause,   which   says  that  thc^VUie 
^  production  of  such  stamped  duplicate  shall  be  eriien^^^ce 

(a)  Ante,  p.  92.  (b)  Antd»  p.  155. 


i 
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the  notice  having  been  given  to  the  person  at  the        1845. 
place  mentioned  in  such  duplicate  on  the  day  on  which        bimmot 
such  notice  would,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  have        HELn. 
l>een  delivered  to  such  place.''     But  the  act  does  not 
say  *^  it  shall  be  candusive  evidence,'*  and  it  can  hardly  be 
doubted  that  if  it  had  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
to  render  it  ^*  conclusive,"  that  word  would  have  been 
inserted.     Thus,  in  the  seventy-ninth  section  of  the 
statute  it  is  provided  that  the  register  shall  be  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  voter's  retaining  the  same  qualification. 
^And  the  stat.  6  &  7  ^.  4.   c.  76.  5.  8.  uses  the  same 
phraseology,  enacting  that  certified  copies  of  the  declar- 
ations made  and  signed  by  publishers  of  newspapers, 
^all  be  admitted  **  as  conclusive  evidence  of  the  truth  " 
^  the  matters  set  forth  in  such  declarations.     It  is  sub* 
tnitted,  therefore,  that  the  words  *^  shall  be  evidence  " 
sure  to  be  construed  in  their  ordinary  sense^  and  not 
ss  meaning  that  such  evidence  shall  be  conclusive.     If 
that  be  so,  the  voter  was  not  precluded  from  shewing 
that,  in  point  of  fact,  the  notice  was  not  delivered  to 
liim  till  the  27th  of  August.     Then,  as  to  the  notice  to 
the  overseers.      There  is  no  proof  whatever  of  any 
notice  having  been  given  to  them.     Under  thfe   lOIst 
section  of  the  act,  containing  provisions  as  to  the  ser- 
vice of  notices  on  overseers,  the  notice  might  have  been 
delivered  to  one  of  the  overseers  personally,  or  it  might 
have  been  left  at  his  place  of  abode,  or  at  his  ofiice  or 
Other  place  for  the  transaction  of  parochial  business. 
If  not  found  convenient  to  serve  it  in  either  of  these 
modes,  it  might  have  been]sent  by  the  post,  addressed  to 
the  overseers  of  the  particular  parish,  naming  the  parish 
and  the  county  to  which  the  notice  related,  without 
sdding  any  place  of  abode.     Now,  it  does  not  appear 

C*  C  4 


HxLn. 


**  precept  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  the  overseers,"  oi 
which  the  form  is  given  in  Schedule  (A),  No.  1,  it  i 
said,  ^^  You  are  to  make  out  a  list,  according  to  th 
form  numbered  6  (herewith  sent),  containing  the  name 
of  every  person  against  whom  a  notice  of  objection  shall 
have  been  given  to  you  or  any  one  of  you, on  or  befor 
the  25th  day  of  August.^     The  word  "  given,'*  there- 
fore, is  to  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  word  "sent** 
in  the  101st  section,  shewing  that  it  was  intended  that 
the  notice  should  be  so  sent  as  to  reach  the  hands  o 
the  overseers. 


Talfourd  Serjt.  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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1845.  in  this  case  in  what  manner  the  notices  to  the  overseers 
gj^jj^y  were  directed.  \_Erle  J.  The  only  point  to  which  the 
revising  barrister  has  called  our  attention  is,  the  ques- 
tion odime.  Tindal  C.  J.  The  barrister  finds  that  the 
notices  of  objection  were  ^^  in  the  proper  form."] 
There  are  several  proper  forms  of  address ;  but  it  does 
not  appear  in  which  form  the  notice  was  directed  to  the 
overseers.  The  stamped  duplicate  is  the  only  evidence 
of  the  fact  that  the  notice  reached  the  overseers,  and 
that  is  no  evidence  at  all,  because  the  regulations 
contained  in  the  100th  section  as  to  duplicates  do  not 
apply  unless  the  original  notice  be  directed  to  the 
party  at  his  place  of  abode.  {Matde  J.  It  appears 
to  me  that  we  can  only  consider  whether  the  notices 
were  given  in  due  time.]  They  were  not  given  in 
due  time  unless  they  were  properly  sent.  That  word 
is  explained  by  the  eighth  section,  which  provides  that 
the  overseers  shall  publish  a  list  of  all  persons  '^  against 
whom  notice  of  objection  shall  have  been  given  to 
them."     So  again,  in  the  instructions  contained  in  the^^  « — ^ 
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.i»DAL  C.  J.   now   delivered  the  judgment  of  the        1845. 


this  case,  which  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision 

of    '^bc  revising  barrister  for  the  eastern  division  of  the 

^^^^^:^^j  of  Gloucester,  the  question  reserved  by  him  for 

v^^      opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  the  notices  of 

^''^U^^crtion  to  the  party  who  claimed  the  right  to  vote, 

^^*     to  the  overseers,  were  given  in  due  time.     The 

^^^-ioes  were  proper  in  point  of  form,  and  were  duly 

^^Vxvered  to  the  postmaster  in  such  time  as  that  by  the 

^*^inary  course  of  the  post  they  would  have  been  de- 

^^v^xed  at  the  places  to  which  they  were  respectively 

^^dressed  some  time  in  the  day  of  the  25th  of  August ; 

^ut,  in  point  of  fact,  they  were  not  delivered  at  such 

places  until  after   that  day:   so   that  the  question  is 

limited  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notices  in  point  of  time. 

Two  questions  were  raised  in  the  argument  before  us ; 

one  with  respect  to  the  notice  to  the  party  objected  to ; 

the  other  with  respect  to  the  notice  to  the  overseers. 

We  will  first  consider  the  case  of  the  notice  to  the 

party  objected  to. 

The  act  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  by  the  seventh  section,  requires 
a  notice  of  objection  to  be  delivered  on  or  before  the 
25th  of  August.  The  100th  section  enacts  that,  in  case 
of  notice  to  a  person  objected  to,  it  shall  be  *'  suffi- 
cient,'' if  the  notice  shall  be  sent  by  the  post,  free  of 
postage,  directed  to  the  person  to  whom  it  is  sent  at  his 
place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the  list  of  voters;  and 
that  wherever  any  person  shall  be  desirous  of  sending 
such  notice  by  the  post,  he  shall  deliver  the  same,  duly 
directed,  open  and  in  duplicate,  to  the  postmaster  of  a 
post  office  where  money  orders  are  received  or  paid, 
iwitfain  such  hours  as  shall  have  been  given  notice  of. 


BisHor 
IlKLri. 
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1845.  And  under  such  r^ialations  with  respect  to  the  registra- 
BisHor"^  ^'^"  ^^  ^^^^  letters  as  shall  be  made  by  the  postmaster- 
^^*  general.     The  act  then  directs  the  postmaster,  on  pay- 

ment of  the  fee  for  registration,  to  compare  the  notice 
and  duplicate,  to  forward  one,  and  to  return  the  other 
to  the  party  bringing  it  It  then  provides  Aat  the 
production  of  a  stamped  duplicate,  by  the  party  who 
posted  such  notice,  shall  be  evidence  of  the  notice 
having  been  given  to  the  person  mentioned  in  the  du- 
plicate on  the  day  on  which  such  notice  would,  by  the 
ordinary  course  of  post,  have  been  delivered  to  such 
place. 

It  was  argued  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  that  the 
true  construction  of  this  section  was,  that  it  shall  be 
sufficient  if  the  notice  was  effectually  sent,  that  is,  seiU 
and  delivef-ed.    And  there  is  no  doubt  that  this  would 
be  sufficient;  but  it  would,  at  the  same  time,  be  un- 
necessary to  have  this  provision,  which  is  a  very  special 
one,  in  order  to  make  such  a  sending  sufficient.     For 
there  is  no  doubt  that  any  sending  and  delivery,  by  a 
servant  or  otherwise  by  which  the  notice  came  to  the 
voter,  would  be  sufficient  by  sect.  7.     It  is  therefore 
evident  that  some  privilege  is  meant  to  be  conferred  by 
sect.  100  on  a  mode  of  dealing  with  the  notice  which 
is  so  carefully  provided  for.    The  notice  must  be  posted 
at  a  select  description  of  office  within  certain  hours; 
the  postage  must  be  paid;  it  must  be  registered,  and 
the  fee  for  registration  paid;  it  must  be  delivered  to 
the  postmaster  open  and  in  duplicate,  compared,  stamped, 
and  the  duplicate  returned.    And  we  think  the  meaning 
of  the  act  is  this;  when  all  these  conditions  are  com- 
plied with,  such  a  sending  shall  be  a  sufficient  substitute 
for  what  the  seventh  section  required  to  be  done ;  that 


Bishop 
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is,  a  sufficient  substitute  for  giving  the  notice  to  the        1845^ 
person  objected  to,  or  leaving  it  at  his  place  of  abode. 

It  was  probably  considered  that  the  public  conveni- 
ence would  be  promoted  by  the  present  provision,  and 
that  its  advantages  would  greatly  outweigh  the  incon- 
▼enience   which    in    some  few  cases    might   possibly 
arise  from  it.     Indeed,  in  the  case  of  leaving  notices 
at   the  place  of  abode,  it  may  possibly  happen  that, 
without  any  fault  of  the  party  objected  to,  the  notice 
may  be  lost    or  destroyed,  or  simply  not  delivered 
through  the  negligence  of  a  servant,  and  so  never  come 
to  his  knowledge ;  and  yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  this 
"vrould  be  a  sufficient  delivery.    And,  perhaps,  such  a 
xxiiscarriage  under  sect.  7  may  be  of  as  probable  recur- 
s^noe  as  the  non^delivery  of  a  notice  posted  according 
^o  sect  100  of  the  act. 

If  this  is  the  true  construction  of  that  part  of  the  sec* 
'^iony  which  provides  what  sending  is  sufficient,  it  follows 
^at  the  objector  has  done  all  that  the  act  requires  him 
to  do,  to  enable  him  to  call  on  the  voter  to  prove  his 
Tight,  whether  the  notice  arrived  or  not,  and  whether  it 
"Was  prevented  from  arriving  by  insufficient  description 
of  the  place  of  abode,  or  by  default  of  the  post  office. 
So  that,  supposing,  as  it  was  insisted  for  the  respondent, 
that  the  evidence  of  the  stamped  duplicate  is  not  con- 
clusive as  to  arrival,  and  was  answered  by  proof  of  the 
contrary,  as  it  was  here,  it  makes  no  diilerence  as  to  the 
right  of  the  objector,  as  the  fact  so  disproved  is  not 
material  to  his  right.     The  stamp  on  the  duplicate  is 
clearly  evidence  of  the  posting  on  the  24th,  and  there 
Was  no  contradiction  as  to  that  fact ;  so  that  (whatever 
might  be  the  consequence  if  it  had  been  shewn  in  evi* 
dence  that  the  notice  was  not  really  posted  on  the  24th), 
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18i5.        as  the  proof  stood,  all  the  facts  constituting  a  sufficien 
g^^^^        sending  were  proved  without  contradiction. 
'^'  It  was  objected,  secondly,  with  respect  to  the  notic 

to  the  overseers,  that  such  a  notice  was  not  within  se 
tion  100,  which  applies  only  to  notices  to  persons  o 
jected  to;  and  that  section  101  did  not  help  it,  as  thai 
section  says  nothing  of  a  duplicate  being  evidence; 
that  as  there  was  no  proof  of  notice  to  the  overseer, 
except  the  stamped  duplicate,  no  notice  was  in  effect* 
proved.     But  it  appears  to  us  that  the  clause  in  sec- 
tion  101,  which  provides  *^  that,  wherever  by  this 
notice  is  required  to  be  given  or  sent  to  any  perso 
whatsoever,  or  public  officer,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such 
notice  be  sent  by  the  post  in  the  manner  and  subject  to 
the  regulations  hereinbefore  provided,  with  respect  to 
sending  notices  of  objection  by  the  post,  free  of  post- 
age, addressed  with  a  sufficient  direction  to  the  person 
to  whom  the  same  ought  to  be  sent  at  his  usual  place 
of  abode,"  affords  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objection. 
For  it  seems  to  us  that  this  clause  applies  all  the  provi- 
sions in  section  100  as  to  notices  to  persons  objected 
to  (including  that  provision  which  requires  the  notice 
to  be  delivered  open  and  in  duplicate  to  the  postmaster; 
and  that  the  postmaster  shall  stamp  and  return  one  part, 
and  its  necessary  consequence  that  such  stamped  dupli- 
cate shall  be  evidence  of  the  time  of  posting  and  of  deli- 
very,) to  all  notices  to  overseers  directed  to  them  at 
their  usual   place  of  abode;  and  as  nothing  appears 
upon  the  case  stated,  and  no  question  was  made  respect- 
ing the  address  of  the  notice  to  the  overseers,  we  think 
the  notice  to  them  falls  within  the  same  rule  as  the 
notice  given  to  the  party  objected  to.    It  appears,  there- 
fore, to  us  that  both  the  notices  of  objection  were  given 
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due  time,  and  consequently  that  the  decision  of  the        1845« 
vising  barrister  must  be  reversed. 

Decision  reversed,  (a) 


BiSHOF 

Helfs. 


(a)  Bishop^  Appellant^  and  Coz^  Respondent 

IS  wms  an  sppeal  from  the  decision  of  the  same  revising  barrister,  upon 
rerision  of  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Boddington,     The  facts 
predady  the  same,  and  the  same  counsel  appeared  on  both  sides. 
The  appeal  was  not  argued,  but  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  be  de* 
ined  by  the  decision  in  the  prindpal  case. 

Decision  reTeried. 


Tbt  following  cases  may  be  conveniently  added  here  :  — 

HiOKTON^  Appellant,  and  Antbobus,  Respondent.  [1846.] 

Bilary  Tenn, 
MU  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  WUHam  ChaHet  Tawntend,  Esq.,      /iiriii«f  1& 
e  revising  barrister  for  the  southern  division  of  Cheshire, 
The  points  raised  were  the  same  as  in  Bishop  v.  Heljm,  and  the  revising 
r  held  Uiat  the  notices  were  delivered  too  laic 


Coddmrn  (with  whom  was  Xm^ake  Segt)  for  the  appellant. 

WMby  for  tba  fcapondent,  admitted  that  he  could  not  distinguish  the 
firom  Byieip  r.  Helps, 

Decision  reversed. 


Batlit»  Appdllanty  and  the  Overseers  of  Nantwioh,  January  29. 

Respondents. 

HIS  was  also  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  for  A  stamped 

^Smak  Cheshire.  duplicate  notice 

The  case  stated  that  the  appellant,  together  with  twenty-four  other  gij,-:-   t^^^* 

claimants  whose  cases  were  identical,  and  were  consolidated   with  the  that  the  origi- 

^»resent  appeal,  resided  at  NarUwich,     A  notice  of  claim,  purporting  to  be  ^*\  notice  of 

^gned  by  the  appellant,  was  proved  to  have  been  posted  at  Manchester  on  j.  *  "  J^^Jf  ,j 

^%he  19th  Jitfy,  and,  according  to  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  should  have  overseers  in  the 

•arrived  at  Nantwich,  and  been  delivered  to  the  overseers,  on  tlie  SOth  of  ordinary  course 

^mfy.     It  was  not,  in  fact,  delivered  till  the  92d,  and  the  revising  barrister  ^ 

lield  that  the  claims  were  not  duly  made  or  transmitted. 

Cbckbum  (with  whom  was  JTinglake  Serjt)  for  the  appellant,  {Janti- 
«ryl9). 
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1846.  ^«Uy  for  the  rctpondeiit. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  icnden  it  unnecciMrj  to  report  the  ar- 

BiftHor  gumenti. 

HiLft.  The  case  wMremilted  to  the  rensbgberristery  and  haTiog  been 

and  returned  by  him, 

TiNDAL  C  J.  now  delivered  the  jadgmcnt  of  the  CouiL     This 
had  been  referred  back  to  the  revising  barrister,  to  certify  whether  an; 
objection  was  made  before  him  as  to  the  address  of  the  notice  of  daim 
the  ovcTMcrs  of  NaniuficA  being  the  proper  address ;  and  he  has  oertil 
to  us  that  no  such  objection  was  made  ;  that  it  waa  admitted,  that  all 
provisions  in  sections  100  and  101  of  the  Begistratiofi  Act  had  been 
plied  with,  and  that  the  sole  point  referred  to  us  was,  whether  the  dopHcst^i^V 
notice  of  daim,  properly  stamped,  vras  sufficient  evidence  of  the  d 
being  in  time.     This  point  is  decided  in  the  case  of  a  no&oe  of  objection 
and  we  think  there  is  no  distinction  to  be  taken  in  this  respect 
a  notice  of  objection  and  a  notice  of  claim. 

We,  therefore,  think  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  is  wrong, 
and  that  the  same  must  be  reversed,  and  the  names  of  the 
claimanta  be  retained  on  the  lists. 


CASES 


ABGUED  AND  DETERMINED  1846. 


IN  TBI 


)UIIT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS 


UNDER  THE   STAT.  6  VICT.  c.  18. 
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IK   THK 


»INTH  YEAR  OF  THE  REIGN  OF  VICTORIA. 


JNDBRS,  Appellant,  and  Donner,  Respondent.    January  is. 

IIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Where'the 

quali6cation  of 

Stephen  Temple^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the  •  claimant  to 

▼ote  for  a 

jgh  of  Scarborough^  who  stated  the  following  case :  borough  con- 

le  appellant  and  seven  other  persons  claimed  to  be  houses  occu- 

ted  in  the  list  of  the  said  borough,  in  respect  of  a  diatesucwMioD, 

sssive  occupation  of  houses.     A  list  of  claims  con-  J^ch^botwe*^  If 

ig  the  names  in  question  had  been  duly  published  n""»b«;«d» 

o  *  '^  ^  should  be  sUted 

le  overseers,  and  in  that  list  the  name  and  descrip-  i"  ^«  "o^ice  of 

claim,  and  in 
the  list  of  claimants, 
nrefore,  where  a  claimant*  so  qualified,  had  only  inserted  in  his  notice  of  claim  the 
sr  of  the  house  secondly  occupied,  and  the  barrister  decided  that  the  omission  of  the 
sr  of  the  first  house  in  the  list  of  claimants  disentitled  the  party  to  be  inserted  in  the 
voters,  Heldf  that  the  decision  was  right 

Me,  per  Erie  J.,  that  if  the  number  had  been  supplied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  bar- 
he  ought  to  have  inserted  it  in  the  list. 


866 
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1846. 


Floondirs 

DoMMSft. 


tion  of  John  FlounderSj  and  of  the  sitaation  of  his  pir< 
perty,  were  as  follows :  — 


Chriitian  Name  and 
Surname     of    each 
CU'mant     at     fuU 
Length. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
QualiflcatkNi. 

Strwt.  Lane,  x^-m- 
other  Place  &ss 
thU  Pariah  («»■- 
Town»hip)  whe J  ^ 
the  Piupeitt  4^ 
aitiiate.aiMlSinr»~ 
ber  of  the  Uooi^sw 
ifaoj. 

Flounders,  John. 

15>  Aberdeen 
Walk. 

House. 

Aberdeen  Wallc  . 
15,     Aberdeen 
Walk. 

The  above  description  is  an  exact  copy  in  all  respect^s 

of  the  notice  of  claim  sent  in  by  the  said  John  Flounders 

to  the  overseers.     The  place  secondly  mentioned  as  thm^ 

sitaation  of  the  house,  namely,   15,  Aberdeen  fFalif  is 

the  situation  of  the  house  which  he  at  present  occupies  7 

and  the  street  or  place  where  the  said  houses  are  stated 

to  be  situate  is  well  known,  and  is  not  so  extensive  o^ 

populous  but  that  any  occupier  of  any  premises  in  i^ 

may  be  found  by  reasonable  inquiries.     Both  the  hous^^^ 

constituting  the  qualification  are  and  have  always 

numbered.      The  name  of  the  said  J.  Flounders 

opposed,  on  the  ground  that  the  number  of  the  firp'^ 

house  was  not  inserted  in  the  list,  agreeably  to  the  fon^'^' 

prescribed  by  the  stat.  6  Vict,  c,  18.  Schedule  (B),  No. 

nor  in  any  claim  sent  to  the  overseers  by  him  agreeabi 

to  the  form  No.  6  of  the  same  schedule.     The  barriste 

decided  that  J.  Flounders  was  not  entitled  to  be  inse 

in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  borough,  on  the  groun 

that  the  statute  required  that  the  number  of  each 

constituting  the  qualification  should  have  been  contain 

in  the  column  describing  the  situation  of  the  property. 


Wharton  for  the  appellant.      The  revising  barristei — ' 
ought  to  have  amended  the  description  in  the  list,  hy^ 
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adding  the  number  of  the  first  house  which  was  oo        1846. 
cupied  by  the  appellant     The  fortieth  section  of  the  ~  ~" 

Stat.  6  Fid.  c.  18.  empowers  the  barrister  to  change  the  ^' 

DOVMXB. 


tion  of  the  qualification  for  the  purpose  of  more 

clearly  and  accurately  defining  it;  and  the  lOIst  section 

provides   that  no  inaccurate  description  of  any  place 

described  in  any  list  of  voters  shall  prevent  the  opera-^ 

tion  of  the  act,  provided  the  place  be  so  denominated 

in  the  list  as  to  be  commonly  understood ;  JVood  v.  The 

Overseers  of  fVillesden  {a).     [Tindal  C.  J.    In  that  case 

the    revising  barrister  found  that  the  description  was 

sufficient.     Here  it  is  not  even  stated  that  he  was  asked 

to    make  any  correction.     CresswellJ.    The  question 

^rhich  the  revising  barrister  has  raised  is,  whether  the 

olaimant  ought  to  have  inserted  the  number  of  his 

l^ouse;  you  must  therefore  confine  your  argument  to 

point.]     Then  it  is  submitted  that  it  was  not  neces* 

ry  to  insert  the  number,  as  the  house  was  sufiiciendy 

^described  for  the  purpose  of  identification.     [Cresswell  J. 

St  is  found  that  there  was  no  number  to  the  house ;  but 

^.be  case  does  not  find  that  the  house  was  sufiiciendy 

^^escribed  for  such  purpose.]     The  Court  will  look  into 

'K.he  facts  to  see  whether  the  decision  of  the  revising 

Vaanister  was  correct.     In  Gadsby  v.  fVarburtoUf  where 

^ILhe  point  raised   was/  whether  the  description  of  an 

^3l]jector's  place  of  abode,   as  stated  in  the  notice  of 

bjecdon,  was  sufficient,  it  was  said  by  Maule  J.  (i), 

It  appears  to  me,  that  although  the  barrister  has 

Sband   that  the  notice  was  not  sufficient,  it  is  yet  a 

mnatter  of  law  whether  the  facts  which  he  has  stated  for 

^he  opinion  of  this  Court   warrant  the  conclusion  at 

(a)  AnU,  p.  314.  (6)  Ante,  p.  140. 

VOL.  I.  D  D 
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1846.        which  he  has  arrived."     In  Bartlett  y.  Gibbs  {a),  ar^< 
Flound  r       -^wiV/  v.  Camplin  (i),  the  number  of  the  house  was  d^^ 
stated;  but  in  neither  of  those  cases  did  the  revising 
barrister  object  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  description  upon 
that  ground.     Sufficient  appeared  here  to  identify  tJie 
premises,  and  no  more  was  necessary.     The  case  finds 
that  the  street  or  place  where  the  houses  are  situated 
is  well  known,  and  is  not   so  extensive  ^or  populous^ 
but  that  any  occupier  of  any  premises  in  them  may  be 
found  by  reasonable  inquiries.     It  is  enough  if  the  de- 
scription given  comply  substantially  with  the  forms  in 
the   act.      In   Rex  v.  HaU  {c)   Abbott  C.  J.  obsenres, 
*^  The  meaning  of  particular  words  in  acts  of  parlia- 
ment, as  well  as  other  instruments,  is  to  be  found  not  sa 
much  in  a  strict  etymological  propriety  of  language,  nor 
even  in  popular  use,  as  in  the  subject  or  occasion  on 
which  they  are  used,  and  the  object  that  is  intended  to 
be  attained." 

Bliss  for  the  respondent.  The  only  question  here  iSf 
whether  the  statute  requires  that  the  number  of  each 
house,  constituting  the  qualification,  should  be  stated  in 
the  list.  Now  the  stat.  SVict.  c.  18.  &  15.  expressly 
says,  that  the  list  of  claimants  shall  be  made  out  by  the 
overseers,  according  to  the  form  numbered  (8)  in 
Schedule  (B),  and  the  words  *^and  number  of  the 
house  (if  any),"  in  the  fourth  column  of  that  form,niu^ 
have  some  meaning.  Those  words  are  not  found  to 
the  corresponding  form  given  by  the  Reform  Act  (^h 
and  the  insertion  of  them  in  the  Registration  Act  is  the 

(a)  AnU,  p.  73.  (6)  Ante,  p.  2«4. 

(c)  \  B.^  C.  ISG. 

(rf)  2  WW,  4.  r.45.  Schedule  (I),  No,  6. 
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naortf  significant.     It  is  argued  on  the  other  side»  that  a        1846. 
substantial  compliance  with  the  form  is  sufficient ;  but     p^„^^,., 
tbe  words  ^^to  the  like  effect."  in  the  fifteenth  section  of      _  ^* 
the  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  do  not  follow  the  reference  to  the 
form  No.  8,   though  they  are  added  when  the  forms 
^os.  6  %nd  7  are  referred  to  in  that  section.     Assum* 
ing^    however,  that  this  were  the  case  of  a  notice  of 
claim,  there  would  not  be  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the   form  prescribed  by  the  act.     The  words  *^  to  the 
like  effect''  mean,  where  something  has  been  put  instead 
of   a  number,  as  if  a  house  were  distinguished  by  a 
letter  of  the  alphabet,  or  by  a  sign,  as  ^'  the  Golden 
.^JeeceJ*    Again,  it  has  been  contended,  that  the  lOlst 

^^ection  of  the  stat.  6  Vict  c.  18.  cures  the  omission  of 

• 

'^.he  number  of  the  house,  but  there  is  no  *^  inaccurate 
description "  here,  but  a  misdescription^  because,  if  no 
^mumber  be  stated,  it  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
l3QUse  is  not  known  by  any  number.     Then,  as  to  the 
.argument  derived  from  the  statement  in  the  case  that 
«Uiy  occupier  of  premises  in  the  street  may  be  found  by 
treasonable  inquiries.     This  is  the  case  of  a  party  who 
lias   successively  occupied  two  houses,  and  who  has, 
mherefore,  ceased  to  be  an  occupier  of  the  house  in 
question.    It  may  be  easy  to  find  an  occupier  of  pre- 
mises, but  not  so  easy  to  discover  a  party  who  has  left 
them*     In  Eckersley  v.  Barter  (a),  the  Court  held  that, 
in  describing  the  situation  of  qualifying  property  for  a 
county,  the  number  should  be  given,  if  the  houses  in  a 
street  are  numbered.     So,  in  Dewhurst  v.  Fielden  (£), 
Tindal  C.  J*  in  delivering  his  judgment,  drew  an  argu^ 
ment  from  the  fact,  that  the  number  of  the  house  was 
required  to  be  stated  by  the  form  No.  3,  Schedule  (B) 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  190.  (fr)  Ant^,  p.  377. 
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1846.        '"  ^^^  Registration  Act.     The  object  of  the  statute  in 
^Flouwdbes     quiring  compliance  with  the  forms  given  in  the  schedol 

was  to  facilitate  inquiries,  and  if  they  are  allowed  ta 
be  departed  from,  parlies  may,  with  impunity,  indulge 
in  fanciful  descriptions,  in  order  to  throw  every  possib 
obstacle  in  the  way  of  investigation. ' 

Wharton^  in  reply,  urged  that  the  decision  of  tlie 
vising  barrister  appeared  to  have  been  grounded  upor 
a  doubt  of  his  having  the  power  to  insert  the  number 
the  house. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     I  think  the  decision  in  this  case 
right.     The  barrister  has  decided  that  the  claimant 
not  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  oK 
voters,  upon  the  ground  that  the  statute  required  tbi 
the  number  of  each  house  should  have  been  stated 
and  such,  I  think,  is  the  proper  construction  of  the  a 
taken  in  connection  with  the  form  which  it  prescrt 
should  be  followed.     The  moment  the  Court  held  tha 
it  was  not  sufficient,  in  the  case  of  successive  occupation,, 
to  describe  one  house  only,  but  that  it  was  requisite  top 
give  the  description  of  all  the  premises  which  together 
made  up  the  qualification,  it  followed,  as  a  necessary 
consequence  of  that  decision,  that,  if  the  number  were 
required  to  be  stated,  in  describing  one  house,  it  was 
equally  necessary  to  state  it  in  describing  die  other.     A 
man's  present  residence  is  much  more  readily  found 
than  a  former  one.     I  think,  therefore,  it  was  necessary 
to  state  the  number  of  the  first  house.     One  answer 
endeavoured  to  be  given  was,  that  the  revising  barrister 
had  stated  facts  from  which  it  could  be  seen  that  he  was 
in  doubt  as  to  whether  he  had  the  right  to  amend  or  not» 
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A  that,  tberefore,  the  Court  should  make  the  amend-  1S46. 
•nt  for  hrm.  But  the  fortieth  section  of  the  statute  of 
'^^^9^a  appears  to  me  to  apply  only  to  a  case  where 
^  vcvising  l^firrister,  not  feeling  satbfied  with  the 
vitity  of  the  premises,  expunges  the  name,  and  after- 
evidence  is  given  to  his  satisfaction  of  the  identity. 

ought,  therefore,  to  see  that  the  revising  barrister 
n  satisfied  by  evidence  what  the  number  of  the  first 
was ;  but,  as  far  as  the  statement  in  the  case  goes,  it 

not  appear  that  he  was  so  satisfied,  because  he  has 
putiged  the  name  of  the  claimant  Then  the  101st 
'tion  appears  to  me  to  be  quite  as  far  removed  from 
^  present  subject-matter  of  inquiry,  for  there  the 
ovision  is,  that  no  misnomer  or  inaccurate  descrip- 
>■!  of  any  person,  place,  or  thing  shall  prevent  or 
ridge  the  operation  of  the  act  with  respect  to  such 
^■"son,  place,  or  thing,  provided  that  such  person, 
Ace,  or  thing  shall  be  so  denominated  as  to  be 
'ttimoniy  understood.  How  are  we  to  say  that  the 
^use  in  question  is  so  denominated  in  the  list  as  to  be 
^xxiiQODly  understood  ?  There  may  have  been  a  hun- 
"^y  or  but  a  few  houses  in  Aberdeen  WaUcj  and  we 
^^not,  therefore,  say,  without  some  certain  information, 
'at  Uie  description  of  the  first  house  was  such  as  to  be 
^iximonly  understood.  Besides,  I  think  the  words 
Commonly  understood  ^  mean  some  clumsy  description 
'^ich,  nevertheless,  might  point  out  the  particular  quali- 
^^on  relied  on;  and,  for  these  reasons,  I  am  of 
F^inion  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  is 

^Maule  3.     As  far  as  I  have  heard  the  argument,  I 
^tirely  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice. 

'  DD  3 
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1846.  Cresswell  J.      I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     TTrm 


Flounders 


schedule  requires  the  number  of  the  house  to  be  stai 
^-  in  the  list,  and  consequently  the  directions  given 

the  act  have  not  been  followed.     Then  ^e  fortieth 
tion  says  that,  whenever  the  nature  of  the  qualificatio 
or  the  local  or  other  description  of  the  property  of 
person  shall  be  wholly  omitted,  or  shall,  in  tfaejad 
ment  of  the  revising  barrister,  be  insufficiently 
for  the  purpose  of  being  identified,  he  shall  expunge  th 
name  of  the  person  from  the  list,  unless  the  matter 
omitted  or  insufficiently  described    be  supplied  to  th^ 
satisfaction  of  such  barrister  before  he  shall  have  com^ 
pleted  the  revision  of  such  list,  in  which  case  he  shall. 
insert  the  same  in  such  list.     Now,  would  the  descrip — 
tion  given  of  the  first  house  in  the  list  of  claimants 
enable  any  one  to  identify  it  ?     Suppose  a  party  in^ 
quired,  and  were  told  that  the  claimant  had  never  lived 
in  the  street  at  all,  how  would  the  description  in  the 
list  enable  him  to  identify  the  house  ?    Then,  again,  i^ 
does  not  appear  that  any  evidence  was  offered  to  sup' 
ply  the  number  of  the  house,  much  less  that  it  was  sup' 
plied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  revising  barrister.    "WittB 
respect  to  the  101st  section,  all  the  effect  of  theprc^** 
sion  which  has  been  referred  to  is,  that  when  ever37 
thing  required  by  the  act  can  be  inferred  from  tl>!^ 
description,  it  will  suffice.     The  description  must 
such  as  to  be  commonly  understood,  and  in  this 
there  is  nothing  from  which  one  could  understand 
thing  about  the  house. 

Erle  J.     It  appears  to  me  that  the  decision  mas^   *^ 
affirmed.    It  is  clear  the  revising  barrister  had  a  rigb^ 
expunge  the  name  from  the  list  of  clainjbnts  ifhe  thoi^^'' 
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th^  elescription  insufficient,  and  if  the  number  of  the 
^''^t:  bouse  were  not  supplied  to  his  satisfaction.  But 
^f^  ^Vi^  number  were  so  supplied,  then  he  had  the  power 
^^  ^v^sert  that  number,  and  it  was  his  duty  to  do  so; 
•™^  if  the  question  intended  to  be  raised  was,  whether 
t»^  l^arrisler  had  such  a  power,  it  is  very  much  to  be 
*'^8«"^tted  that  the  case  was  not  so  drawn  up.  All  that 
t»^  czase  finds  is,  that  the  number  was  omitted,  and,  the 
s^^ing  barrister  having  exercised  his  discretion,  and 
'Unged  the  name,  I  can  see  no  ground  Tor  reversing 
"*^   decision. 

Decision  affirmed. 


1846. 
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Eawuns,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of 
West  Dekbt,  Respondents. 

• 

j4  T  a  court  held  before  Thomas  Horncastle  Marshall^ 

Esq.,  one  of  the  barristers  appointed  to  revise  the 

^tai  of  voters  for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of 

-^^ucasteTf  the  overseers  of  the  township  of  fVest  Derby 

^^bgected  to  the  names  of  George  Atkinson  and  of  thirty^ 

%ev4eD  odier  persons  being  retained  in  the  list  of  claim- 

^Uits  to  TOte  in  the  said  township.     The  barrister  struck 

"^Oat  the  names  of  the  said  claimants  from  the  said  list, 

^^abject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 

^mh  the  following  case :  *— 

All  the  said  claims  were  delivered  at  the  dwelling- 

-lioase  of  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  said  township  of 

West  Derby^  in  his  absence,  about  nine  o'clock  in  the 


Jmnuarjf  15. 


ir  the  20th  of 
July  falls  on  a 
Surulay,  service 
on  that  day  of 
a  notice  of 
claim  upon  an 
overseer  is  suf- 
ficient, within 
the  meaning  of 
sUL  6  Viet, 
c,  1 8.  f .  4. 
Where  a 
respondent 
appears,  he 
cannot  object 
to  the  form  of 
the  notice  of 
intention  to 
prosecute  the 
appeal,  given 
under  <.  62. 
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1 846.  evening  of  Sunday^  the  20th  of  Juk/  last  The  overseeK 

""rawuhs  nevertheless,  published  such  claims  in  the  Ibt  of  daici 

Z:  ants,    but   inserted  opposite  to  each  name   the  woi 

OTersrera  of  «« objected,*'  and  at  the  revision  of  the  said  list,  cc^ 

yimn  DiEBT.  " 

tended  that  such  service  of  the  said  claims  respective 
was  insufficient  and  invalid,  having  been  made  c 
Sunday^  and,  the  following  day  being  too  late  by  law  fij 
the  service  of  such  notices,  that  such  claimants,  tbere- 
fore,  were  not  entitled  to  have  their  names  retained  io 
the  said  list.  The  barrister  allowed  this  objection,  tod 
directed  Rawlins  to  be  the  appellant,  and  the  overseen 
of  West  Derby  to  be  the  respondents  in  a  consolidated 
appeal. 

Arnold^  for  the  respondents,  submitted  that  there  wtf 
a  preliminary  objection  to  the  hearing  of  the  appeil 
inasmuch  as  the  notice  sent  by  the  appellant  of  his  iff 
tention  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  pursuant  to  stat.  6  Vi 
c.  18.  5.  62.,  was  headed  **  Edward  Rawlins  appdli 
and  Tliomas  Augustus  Granville  Dolling^  oversea'  of  J 
Derby  J  respondent''    Due  notice,  therefore,  had  not  I 
given  to  the  respondents^  who  were  the  overseers  of 
Derby.    [Tindal  C.  J.  There  is  no  occasion  for  tb 
pellant  to  prove  the  service  of  his  notice,  and« 
sixty-fourth  section,  unless  the  respondents  do  n 
pear  (a).     If  they  do  not  appear,  the  Court  will  de 
the  case  in  their  absence.]     The  heading  of  the 
ought  to  be  like  the  heading  of  an  affidavit,  s 
perly  intituled  with    the    names   of   all    the 
[Maule  J.    Suppose  it  were  an  affidavit  of  ser 
that  a  party  were  moving  upon  it  to  makel  a 
solute ;  could  the  other  side  appear  and  dispu 

(a)  See  Newton  v.  The  Oveneen  of  Mobbefify,  anUy 
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ieticy?     It  is  clear  that  such  a  thing  could  not  be        1846. 

"«•]  lUwu*. 

▼. 

The 

Cramptcn^  for  the  appellant.     The  question  is,  whe-     Ovmc«n  of 
r  senrice  of  a  notice  ot  claim  upon  an  overseer  on 
i  80tb  otjuh/j  when  that  day  happens  to  fall  on  a 
uJajff  is  sufficient.     The  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  5.  4.  enacts 
it  any  person,  desirous  of  making  a  claim  to  have  his 
ne  inserted  in  the  register  about  to.  be  made,  shall 
'c  or  send  to  the  overseers,  on  or  before  the  20th  day 
Jul]fy  a  notice  in  writing  of  his  claim.     There  is  no- 
Ing,  therefore,  in  this  section  which  makes  the  service 
a  Sunday  bad.     In  various  other  instances  the  Re* 
(tration  Act  carefully  excepts  Sunday^  and  forbids 
rticalar  acts  to  be  done  on  that  day,  as  in  sections  5, 
12,  18,  and  20.     The  act  of  delivering  the  notice  of 
dm,  therefore,  was  not  void  under  the  stat  6  VicL 
18.;    neither  was  it  void   at  common  law,   which 
pdised  all  acts  done  on  a  Sunday^  except  judicial  acts, 
lira  and  markets  were  commonly  holden  on  that  day 
Catholic  times ;  and  in  Comyns  v.  Bqyer  (a),  it  was 
Id   that   ^*  a  fair   holden   upon   the   Sunday  is  well 
ough,  although  by  the  statute  (27  Hen.  6.  r.  5.)  there 
a  penalty  inflicted  upon  the  party  that  sells  upon  that 
y ;  but  it  makes  it  not  to  be  void."     Notices  which 
s  required  to  be  seen  by  the  parishioners  are  now 
mmonly  affixed  to  the  church-doors,  for  the  express 
irpose  of  being  seen  by  persons  on  Sundays^  when 
ey  go  to  church.     Nor  does  the  sending  of  these  no- 
res   of  claim   fall  within  the  provisions  of  the  stat. 
)  Car.  2.  c.  7.     The  receipt  of  the  notices  by  the  over- 
ers  is  not  ^^a  work  of  their  ordinary  calling''  within 

(a)  Cro.  Eti*.  485. 
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the  meaning  of  the  first  section  of  that  statute;  Sex 
Whitnash  (a);  Begbie  v.  Levi{b)i  Peate  v.  Dicken(c 
Drury  v.  Defonlaine  (d).  Neither  does  the  case  coi 
within  the  sixth  section  of  the  statute  of  Charles^  na  t 
notices  are  not  in  the  nature  of  process ;  Doe  d.  Turn 
T.  Benallack  (e) ;  Alanson  v.  Brookbank{g);  Bedoe 
Alpe  (h) ;  Rex  v.  Grees  (i) ;  Walgrave  v.  Tailor  (*)• 
Regina  v.  Tke  Justices  ^Middlesex  (/),  the  question  w. 
discussed  at  the  bar,  whether  a  notice  of  appeal  serv 
on  a  Siundajf  was  a  good  service ;  but  the  Court  did  n 
express  any  opinion  upon  that  point. 


Arnold  for  the  respondents.  It  may  be 
that  a  service  on  Sunday  would  have  been  safficient, 
the  20th  of  Jtih^  had  not  been  the  last  day  on  which 
notices  could  have  been  served,  because  the  ovi 
would  have  been  enabled  to  examine  them  within 
time  prescribed  by  the  act.  The  broad  ground  u 
which  it  is  submitted  that  such  a  service  was  invalid 
that  the  law  will  not  compel  a  party  to  work  on 
Sunday.  The  overseer  was  not  bound  to  open  th 
notices  on  the  Sunday,  and,  consequently,  he  cannot 
taken  to  have  received  them  on  the  20th  of 
There  is  no  hardship  to  the  parties  in  holding  these  n 
tices  to  be  invalid,  because  they  have  from  the  20th 
June  to  the  20th  of  July  to  send  them  in  to  the  ov 
seers.  There  is  an  analogy  between  this  case  and  th 
of  a  notice  of  dishonour  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  which, 


if 


(a)  1  B.^C.  596, 

(c)  1  C.  M.  i  R,  422. 

(e)  Selw,  N.  P.  723.  9th  ed. 

(/«)  Sir  IF.  Jones,  156. 

{k)  1  Ld.  Raym.  705. 

(/;  12  Law  Joum,  N.  S,  M,  C  59. 


(b)  I  C.^J.  isa 
(d)  1  Taunt,  131. 
(g)   Carth4  504. 
(i)  Comb,  462. 
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eceired  on  a  Sunday^  is  considered  not  to  be  received        1846. 
U  tbe  next  day ;  Byles  an  Bills  {a).     So,  if  the  last  of      kawuks 
le  three  days  of  grace  falls  on  a  Sunday^  the  bill  mast  ^ 

8  paid  on  the  Saturday.  Again,  by  Reg.  Gen.  Hilary  ^**"*^  ^ 
xm,  2  ^  4*.  n  8.,  it  is  ordered,  that  where  any  par* 
cular  nomber  of  days,  not  expressed  to  be  clear  days, 
;  prescribed  by  the  roles  or  practice  of  the  courts,  the 
Mne  shall  be  reckoned  exclusiTely  of  the  first  day,  and 
idusively  of  the  last,  unless  the  last  day  shall  happen 
»  fell  on  a  Sunday  &c«,  in  which  case  the  time  shall 
»e  reckoned  exclusively  of  that  day  also.  The  practice 
rhich  formerly  obtained  was  bottomed  upon  the  same 
^rindple.  [Cretsnoell  J.  It  lias  been  held  that  a  rule  nisi 
or  an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  money  cannot  be 
enred  on  a  Sunday  ;  M^Ileham  y.  Smith  {b) ;  and  also  that 
enrioe  on  a  Sunday  of  notice  of  plea  filed,  is  void; 
16bert$  v.  Monkhouse  (c) ;  but  the  ground  upon  which 
hose  dedsioHs  proceeded  was,  that  such  notices  were 
Q  tbe  nature  of  process.]  With  regard  to  those  cases 
Q  the  act  where  Sunday  is  expressly  excepted,  the  ex- 
leptsons  seem  to  have  been  introduced  ex  abundanti 
auteU^  lest  at  any  time  a  question  might  arise  whether 
he  overseers  or  tax-collectors  were  compelled  to  pro- 
luce  their  lists  or  books  for  the  perusal  of  parties  upon 
he  Sunday. 

Crompton  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

Tin  DAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me,  that  in  this  case 
there  was  a  due  delivery  of  the  notices  of  claim,  as  re- 
quired by  the  fourth  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.lS. 

(a)  P.  162.  2nd  ed.  (6)  8  T.  iJ.  86. 

(c)  8  £«/,  547. 
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1846.        That  section,  in  plain  terms,  authorizes  ^^  air  persons 

;;  who  are  desirous  to  have  their  names  inserted  in  the 

▼•  register  about  to  be  made,  to  give  or  send  to  the  ove^ 

The 

Overseen  of    seers,  on  ov  before  the  20th  day  of  July  then  next  en- 
suing, a  notice  in  writing,  by  them  signed,  of  their 
claim  to  vote.''     Now,  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
respondents  is,  that  when  the  20th  of  Jtdy  falls  on  a 
Sunday^  the  notice  should  be  served,  at  the  latest,  on 
the  Saturday  preceding.     There  is,  however,  no  sudi 
exception  in  the  statute,  and  we  must  take  the  act  as 
we  find  it,  especially  when  it  is  clear  that  where  the 
legislature  intended  to  except  Sunday^  they  have  ex* 
pressed  that  intention,  and  that  in  several  instances. 
The  only  other  act  of  parliament  which  could  bear 
upon  this  question  is  the  stat  29  Can  2.  c.  7* ;  but  it  is 
clear,  that  the  sending  of  a  notice  of  claim  to  the  over- 
seer is  not  an  act  which  falls  within  any  of  the  provi* 
sions  of  that  statute ;  it  b  not  a  work  done  in  the  way  ci 
a  man's  ordinary  calling,  nor  is  it  the  service  of  sS^l 
^*  writ,  process,  warrant,  order,  judgment,  or  decree*- 
At  common  law  many  things  might  be  legally  done  ^^ 
a  Sunday.    Thus,  an  entry  for  a  condition  broken,  aC^  * 
demand  of  possession,  may  be  made  on  a  Sunday;  v^C^ 
I  see  no  reason  why  the  same  rule  should  not  apply       ^ 
the  service  of  a  notice  of  claim  under  the  Registrati^" 
Act.     An  argument  has  been  drawn  from  the  law 
respect  to  notices  of  dishonour  of  bills  of  exchange, 
the  analogy  will  not  assist  the  respondents,  unless 
could  be  shewn  that  the  service  of  a  notice  of  dishono- 
on  a  Sunday  is  altogether  void,  which  is  not  the  case, 
think,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the  revising 
rister  was  wrong. 
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Maule  J.     I   am   of  the  same  opinion.     The  act        1846. 
requires  that  the  notices  of  claim  shall  be  delivered  on       T 
or  before  the  20tb  of  Jtdy^  in  order  that  the  overseers  J[* 

The 

may  have  all  the  time  which  intervenes  between  that  Oveneeniof 
day  and  the  last  day  of  July  to  make  out  their  list  of 
claimants.  In  this  case  they  have  had  all  the  time 
which  the  act  intended  they  should  have  for  that  pur- 
pose. The  words  of  the  statute  are  quite  clear,  and  we 
oogfat  not  to  travel  beyond  those  words,  unless  it  could 
be  shewn  that,  by  following  them  strictly,  we  should 
allow  parties  to  do  that  which  is  contrh  bonos  moresy  or 
against  the  law  of  the  land.  There  is  no  law,  however, 
which  requires  that  acts  of  this  description  shall  not  be 
done  on  a  Sunday.  In  the  case  of  a  notice  of  dishonour 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  the  service  is  not  void  if  made  on 
a  Sunday^  but,  according  to  the  rule  which  the  custom 
of  merchants  has  introduced,  in  order  to  enable  them  to 
shut  up  their  places  of  business  on  that  day,  Sunday  is 
not  reckoned  in  the  computation  of  time.  The  statute 
£9  Car.  2.  c.  7.  has  no  application  to  the  present  case. 
That  act  was  passed  with  a  view  to  conciliate  a  great 
number  of  persons  in  this  country,  who  at  that  time 
held  very  strict  notions  on  the  subject  of  the  observance 
of  the  Sunday^  which  they  wished  to  assimilate  to  the 
Jewish  Sabbath.  With  respect  to  the  acts  expressly 
prohibited  by  that  statute,  its  provisions,  of  course,  still 
apply,  but  all  other  acts  that  are  not  either  judicial,  or 
mala  in  se,  may  be  lawfully  done  on  a  Sunday.  It  may 
be  even  compulsory  upon  a  party  to  deliver  a  notice  of 
claim  on  a  Sunday^  as  in  the  case  of  a  notice  sent  by 
post,  which  must  be  delivered,  in  the  country,  though 
not  in  London^  on  a  Sunday,  {a) 

(a)  See  CobriUe  ▼.  The  Town  Clerk  cf  Roche$ter,  infii,  note  (o> 
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Rawlini 

T. 

ITie 
Overseers  of 

WWT  DSABT. 


Cresswell  J.    I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opiiiio^K^ 
The  statute  requires  the  notices  of  claim  to  be  sent  t:^- 
the  overseers  "  on  or  before  the  20th  day  of  Jiify*  ** 
Upon  these  words  we  are  invited  to  engraft  an  excep — 
tion,  but  how  is  it  to  be  done  ?    Are  we  to  shorten  os' 
lengthen  the  time,  when  the  20th  of  Jtdy  happens  to 
fall  on  a  Sunday  ?    It  is  much  more  reasonable  to  ad- 
here to  the  plain  words  of  the  act,  when  a  strict  ad- 
herence to  them  will  not  lead  to  the  infringement  either 
of  the  common  law  or  of  any  other  statute. 


Vacation, 
JFebruary  23. 

A  noUce  of  ob- 
jection sent  by 
post,  is  not  void 
because  deli- 
vered, in  the 
ordinary  course 
of  post,  on  a 
ifunday. 

Where  the 
respondent 
does  not  appear, 
the  Court  will 
not  give  judg- 
ment for  the 
appellant, 
without  the 
production  of 
an  affidavit, 
stating  that  ten 
days*  notice  has 
been  given  to 
the  respondent 
of  the  appel- 
lant's intention 
to  prosecute 
the  appeal. 


Erle  J.  I  also  think  that  the  service  of  the  noticea 
of  claim  was  good.  It  may  be  observed,  that  the  over" 
seers  will  not  be  subjected  to  any  hardship  by  the 
decision  of  the  Court ;  all  they  will  have  to  do  is  to  re- 
ceive the  notices,  which  they  need  not  read  till  the  ibl* 
lowing  day. 

Decision  reversed  (a) 

(a)  CoLviLLE^  AppeUant>  and  The  Town  Clerk  of  RocHnra, 

Respondent. 

This  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Jokn  David  Ouativh 
Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  Eocketter, 

A  notice  of  objection  was  posted  on  Saturday,  the  33d  of  Jhigud,  1845, 
and  in  the  ordinary  course  of  post,  would  hare  been  delivered  on  Arsia^ 
the  24th  of  AvgtuU  Upon  an  objection  being  made  to  the  validly  ^ 
such  notice,  as  delivered  and  served  on  Sunday,  the  barrister  decided  tbit 
the  notice  was  invalid  by  reason  of  the  service  being  effected  on  Sbadvy* 
and  was  therefore  Toid  as  being  within  the  6tb  section  of  the  ili^ 
S9  Car,  S,  c.  7. 

The  case  was  argued  (January  1 5. )  by  C.  Jones  Seijt  for  the  appeU«Dt> 
No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

The  case  stood  over  for  the  production  of  an  affidavit  of  notict  t*  pi** 
secute  the  appeal,  pursuant  to  6  Fict,  c.  18.  s.  64.  (a) ;  and  C  k»» 
having  subsequently  produced  such  an  affidavit. 


Fer  Curiam, 


Decision  revcn«^ 


(a)  See  Nnvton  v.  The  Oi*ersgers  of  MobherUy,  antd,  p.  335. 
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SfXAND,  Appellant,  and  Bremneb,  Respondent.    January  19. 

HIS  was   an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Thomas  A  bonSfde 

purchase  of 

Homcastle  Marshall^  £sq.,  one  of  the  revising  bar-  land  for  a 

t^      n       01     ,1    y  1-  valuable  cen- 

ters for  Souin  Lancashire.  sideraUon  is 

Frazer  WiUiam  Hot/land  and  seventeen  other  persons  "oJ/^"  ^^ 

hose  cases  were  consolidated  with  that  of  Hqyland)  ^?-  "^  *  ^ 

wf  lUt  Urn  c*  a  It 

re  objected   to  as  not  being  entitled  to  have  their  *.  5.,  although 

^  the  vendees 

DCS  retained  in  the  list  of  claimants  for  the  township  buy  the  land 

with  the  object 

NtwloHj  in  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  of  splitting  and 

ncasterj  in  respect  of  the  several  qualifications  men-  terest therein"' 

led  in  such  list.     The  revising  barrister  struck  out  ISvwf  I^"ucb 

names  of  all  the  claimants  from  the  list,  subject  to  ^^if^^'^^^^^ 

^         •*  and  acquiesced 

opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case :  —  *^  ^'y  ^*  •«««* 

•  *^  of  the  vendor ; 

t  appeared  in  evidence,  that  some  time  during  the  the  vendo^  him- 
self not  know- 

er  part  of  the  year  18  4*4,  Mr.  Charles  Duffield^  house  ing  that  the 
nt,  in  Manchester^  was  employed  by  the  claimants,  vendees  is  to 

11  1  .  r  *.  •       multiply  Toicea. 

o  were  all  members  or  supporters  of  a  certain 
itical  association,  called  the  Anti^Monopoiy  Assoda* 
If  to  procure  for  them  qualifications  to  vote  for  mem- 
s  of  parliament  for  South  Lamashire*  Accordingly, 
'ffieldf  in  the  month  of  January  1845,  applied  to  Mr. 
^kingtoHj  a  solicitor  in  Manchester^  who  was  known 
Duffield  to  have  property  on  sale,  which  would 
ifer  qualifications  to  vote  for  the  said  division  of 
Uh  Lancashire  J  to  purchase  such  qualifications  for 
It/land  and  the  other  claimants.  He  agreed  with 
iffieid  to  sell  certain  freehold  land  and  houses  in  the 
/nsbip  of  Newton,  the  property  of  a  Mr.  Whittaherj 
o  had  employed  Worihington  to  dispose  of  this  and 


T. 

Beemwxr* 
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1846.  other  real  estates.  No  contract  in  writing  as  to  the 
HoTLAMD  purchase  was  entered  into  between  any  of  the  pur- 
chasers, or  Ihiffieldj  as  their  agent,  and  Whiitalrer, 
fVorikinglon  was  employed  by  Dtiffield  as  agent  for  the 
purchasers,  to  draw  the  conveyances  on  their  behalf, 
and  they  did  not  personally  consult  him  ( JVorihingtoR) 
relative  to  the  purchase.  DiflTerent  portions  of  the 
above  freehold  premises  were  conveyed  to  the  claimants 
in  fee,  by  several  separate  deeds,  in  all,  nine;  sadi 
claimants,  where  more  than  one  purchaser  was  incladed 
in  the  same  conveyance,  taking  their  respective  shares 
as  tenants  in  common.  All  the  conveyances  were  iu\j 
executed  before  the  31st  day  of  January  184*5,  and  the 
purchase-money  for  each  was  handed  over  to  WarOt' 
tngton  at  the  time  of  execution  by  Duffield^  who  had 
previously  received  it  from  the  purchasers.  The  price 
given  for  each  purchase  appeared  to  be  the  fair  market- 
able value  for  the  property  bought.  The  claimants 
have  each  received  the  rents  of  their  respective  portions 
or  shares,  which  are  of  sufficient  value  to  confer  a  vote. 
It  did  not  appear  that  Whittaker  knew  of  the  obj^  the 
claimants  had  in  view  in  making  these  purchases.  The 
revising  barrister  was  of  opinion,  that  such  object  was 
to  acquire  for  themselves  votes  for  the  purpose  of  inol- 
tiplying  voices  for  the  election  of  members  of  parlianieflt 
for  the  southern  division  of  Lancashire^  and  for  that 
purpose  to  split  and  divide  their  interest  in  the  houses 
and  land  so  purchased  by  them ;  and  he  was  further  of 
opinion,  that  such  object  was  known  and  acquiesced  in 
by  the  vendor's  solicitor  before  the  execution  of  the 
several  conveyances  above  referred  to.  He  therefore 
thought  all  such  conveyances  void  for  the  purpose  of 
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i^nferring  such  votes  as  aforesaid,  under  the  7  &  8  ^.  3.        1846. 

^'  ^^*  HOTtAKO 

T. 
BftEMNXft. 

Cockbwm  (with  whom  was  Kinglake  Serjt.)  for  the 
appellant.  Without  discussing  the  general  question 
arising  where  both  the  vendor  and  vendee  are  cognizant 
of  the  object  intended  by  the  conveyance,  it  is  submitted 
that  as  the  grantor  here  was  ignorant  of  the  object  of 
the  vendees,  the  stat  7  &  8  ^.  3.  c.  25.  s.  7-  does  not 
apply.  The  knowledge  of  that  object  which  Worth-- 
ington  had,  is  not  sufficient  to  affect  the  grantor,  and 
the  case,  therefore,  clearly  comes  within  the  principle  of 
the  decision  in  Marshall  v.  Bown  [a). 

Arnold  for  the  respondent.  Worthington  had  all  the 
requisite  authority  to  sell  for  Whittaker^  and  any  repre- 
sentation made  by  the  agent  in  the  course  of  the  trans- 
action would  bind  his  principal.  The  knowledge  of  the 
i^nt  must  also  be  taken  to  be  the  knowledge  of  the 
principal,  otherwise  it  would  be  impossible,  in  many 
cases,  to  affect  the  employer  with  notice. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  revising  barrister  does  not  find 
that  the  vendor  had  any  intention  to  multiply  voices ; 
and  even  supposing  that  he  knew  such  to  be  the  inten- 
tion of  the  vendees,  that  would  not  be  enough  unless  he 
entertained  the  same  intention  himself.  The  case  of 
Marshall  v.  Bown  (a)  must  be  considered  as  governing 
the  present,  and  therefore  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  must  be  reversed. 

Decision  reversed. 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  278. 
VOL.  I.  E  E 
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January  26.      BiSHOP,  Appellant,  and  S]^iEDLEY,  Respondent. 


The  appellant, 
not  being  rated 
to  the  poor  for 
the  house 
which  be  occu- 
pied, delivered 
to  the  overseer 
a  notice  of 
claim  to  be 
rated,  at  the 
same  time 
asking  him 
whether  any 
rates  were  due. 
The  overseer 
replied,  he  did 
not  know,  and 
the  appellant, 
who  had  more 
money  in  his 
pocket  than 
was  sufficient 
to  pay  the  rates, 
said  *<  If  there 
are,  I  am  pre- 
pared to  pay 
them."     The 
overseer  said 
'*  I  will  see  to 
it,'*  upon  which 
the  appellant 
went  away. 
Held,  that  this 
was  not  a 
tender  of  the 
amount  due, 
within  the 
meaning  of 
Stat.  2  miL  4. 

c.  45.  s,  sa 


^THHIS  case  came  before  the  Court  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  decision  of  Denis  Creagh  Moylan^  Esq., 
the  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  IVcstminsler. 

James  Bishop  claimed  to  be  registered  as  occupier  of 
a  house,  No.  213,  PiccadiUy^  in  the  parish  of  St.Jama^ 
Westminster. 

The  revising  barrister  decided  that  the  said  Jama 
Bishop  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the 
list  of  voters,  in  consequence  of  his  not  having  been 
rated  in  respect  of  the  [^remises  which  lie  occupied  as 
aforesaid,  during  the  twelve  months  ending  on  the  jilstof 
July  1845,  and  of  his  not  having  paid  on  or  before  the 
20th  day  of  July  all  the  rates  which  were  due  in  respect 
of  such  premises  previously  to  the  6th  day  of  AprH 
preceding ;  subject,  however,  to  the  opinion  of  the  Coart 
of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  following  case :  — 

Bishop  had  never  been  rated  to  the  poor  s  rate  for 
the  house  which  he  occupies.  The  only  name  that  ap- 
pears upon  the  rate  book  is  that  of  Edmund  John  SM 
the  landlord.  On  the  20th  of  July  there  remained  ft 
sum  of  3/.  2s.  6d.  unpaid  of  rates  due  on  the  6th  day  of 
April  last. 

Bishop's  evidence  in  support  of  his  claim  was  to  the 
following  effect:  —  *^  On  the  19th  of  June  last  I  calkd 
on  Mr.  James  Catchpool,  one  of  the  overseers,  at  hit 
shop  in  Regent  Street.  I  there  delivered  to  him  a  notice 
of  claim  to  be  rated  for  the  house  I  occupy.  I  asked 
Catckpool  whether  there  were  any  rates  due.     He  said 


•IX.  VICTORIA. 


385 


^e  (lid  not  know.  I  then  said,  *  If  there  are  I  am  pre- 
pared to  pay  them.'  Caichpool  replied,  ^  I'll  see  to  it' 
I  never  made  any  further  inquiry,  and  I  never  heard 
^ain  upon  the  subject.  I  am  sure  that  when  I  called 
upon  Mr.  Catchpool  I  had  money  in  my  pocket,  because 
I  remember  having  first  gone  home  for  a  10/.  note. 
Nothing  more  than  what  I  have  stated  passed  between 
me  and  the  overseer." 

The  revising  barrister  held  that  the  effect  of  the  in- 
dulgence given  by  the  thirtieth  section  of  the  Reform 
Act  to  persons  claiming  to  be  rated  could  not  be  to  put 
them  in  a  better  position  than  those  persons  were  in 
who  were  actually  rated,  and  that  Bishop  was  i)ound  to 
see  that  the  rates  due  on  the  6th  of  April  in  respect  of 
his  premises  were  paid  on  or  before  the  20th  of  July, 
The  revising  barrister  also  decided  that  there  was  not, 
according  to  Bishop^s  own  evidence,  suiScient  proof  in 
this  case  of  such  a  tender  of  rates  on  the  1 9th  of  June 
as  is  required  by  the  statute. 

If  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  said  decision  was  wrong,  the  name  of  the  said 
appellant  is  to  be  inserted  on  the  register  of  voters  as 
fellows :  — 


1846. 


Bishop 
▼. 

SXCDLCT. 


James  Bishop. 

SIS,  Piccadiilj. 

House. 

213,  Piccadilly. 

Arfudd  for  the  appellant.  The  revising  barrister  was 
wrong  in  deciding  that  the  tender  of  rates  was  in- 
suflScient  The  stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  5.  SO.,  after  enacting 
that  occupiers  may  claim  to  be  rated  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor,  proceeds  thus :  ^^  And  upon  such  occupier  so 
claiming  and  actually  paying  or  tendering  the  full 
amount  of  the  rate  or  rates,  if  any,  then  due  in  respect 
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1846.  of  such  premises,  the  overseers  of  the  parish  or  tow— ^ 
~^^^^  ship  in  which  such  premises  are  situate  are  hereby  m^^ 
J!.',—  quired  to  put  the  name  of  such  occupier  upon  the  r^te 
for  the  time  being;  and  in  case  such  overseer  shsiii 

neglect  or  refuse  so  to  do,  such  occupier  shall  neverthe- 
less, for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  be  deemed  to  have 
been  rated  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  respect  of  such 
premises  from  the  period  at  which  the  rate  shall  have 
been  made  in  respect  of  which  lie  shall  have  so  claimed 
to  be  rated  as  aforesaid."  It  is  clear  that  in  this  case 
the  party  did  all  that  lay  in  his  power  to  comply  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  statute,  and  he  ought  not  to 
suffer  from  the  neglect  of  the  overseer.  [Afau&J. 
How  can  the  overseer  tell,  the  moment  he  is  asked, 
what  is  the  amount  of  rates  due  in  respect  of  any  hoose 
in  his  parish  ?  The  claimant  might  have  ascertained 
the  amount  of  the  rate  himself,  l)efore  he  went  to  the 
house  of  the  overseer.]  Not  being  on  the  rate,  he  bad 
no  right  to  inspect  the  rate  books ;  but  he  did  all  he 
could;  he  went  with  money  in  his  pocket,  and  be  told 
the  overseer  that  if  any  rates  were  due  he  was  prepared 
to  pay  them.  In  Bevans  v«  Rees{a)  a  tender  made 
under  similar  circumstances  was  held  valid.  There  the 
defendant,  in  consequence  of  an  application  from  the 
plaintiiTs  attorney  for  about  108/.,  principal  and  in- 
terest on  two  promissory  notes,  sent  a  person  to  the 
attorney,  who  told  him  that  *^  he  came  to  settle  for  the 
two  notes,  principal  and  interest,  and  he  wished  to 
know  what  was  due;"  and  also  laid  down  150  sove- 
reigns, out  of  which  he  desired  the  attorney  to  take  the 
principal  and  interest. 

(a)  5  Af.  ^  IT.  S06. 
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)Serewether^  contri^   was  not  called    upon   by  the        1846. 


irt 


7iNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  the  revising  barrister  came  to 
ght  decision  in  this  case.  The  thirtieth  section  of 
Reform  Act  requires  the  occupier  claiming  either 
tally  to  pay  the  rate,  or  to  tender  the  full  amount 
•  It  is  clear  that  there  was  no  actual  payment;  and 
3pears  to  me  that  there  was  not  a  sufficient  tender 
the  amount;  for  the  understanding  between  the 
ies  seems  to  have  been,  that  if  the  claimant  would 
again  upon  the  overseer,  he  would  inform  him 
ther  any,  and  what  amount  of  rates,  were  due.  It 
ears  that  he  did  not  call  again,  and  having  therefore 
the  overseer's  house,  re  infectdj  he  has  not  complied 
I  the  requirements  of  the  act  of  parliament. 

f  AULE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
rbether  there  was  a  tender  within  the  meaning  of 
thirtieth  section  of  the  statute.  Without  meaning 
fty  that  the  tender  required  by  this  section  must  be 
le  with  the  same  nicety  and  precision  which  is  ne- 
ary  to  support  a  plea  of  tender,  a  party  ought  to  do 
t  is  fair  and  reasonable.  The  overseer,  it  is  plain, 
d  bondjide;  but  the  appellant  conducted  himself 
r  much  like  a  person  who  did  not  wish  to  pay  the 
;  for  when  the  overseer  said,  *^  I  will  see  to  it,*'  he 
and  never  went  near  the  house  again,  relying  on 
X  he  had  already  done  as  being  a  sufficient  tender, 
cb  it  certainly  was  not. 

^RESSWELL  and  Erle  JJ.  concurred. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 
E  E  S 


BUROP 

▼. 
Smidlbt. 
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1846. 


jonwiry  26.    Croucheb,  Appellant,  and  Browne,  Respondent. 


Freemea  and 
liverymen  of 
the  city  of 
London  ad- 
mitted to  their 
freedom  by 
purchase  since 
the  l6t  of 
March,  1831, 
are  entitled  to 
be  registered 
and  to  vote, 
notwithstand- 
ing the  proviso 
in  the  S2d 
section  of  the 
Reform  Act, 
vrhich  applies 
only  to  bur- 
gesses or  free- 
men in  other 
cities  or 
boroughs. 

The  Court 
refused  costs, 
though  one 
side  only  had 
been  heard, 
where  the  ques- 
tion was  en- 
tirely a  matter 
of  law. 


A  T  a  court  held  before  Thomas  James  Arnold,  Esq., 
the  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  London,  J.  H. 
Croucher  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  E,  Browne  being 
retained  in  the  list  of  such  of  the  freemen  of  London  as 
are  liverymen  of  the  Company  of  Bakers,  entitled  to 
vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  city  of  London, 
The  revising  barrister  retained  the  name  in  the  list, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  upon  the  foUowiDg 
case :  — 

The  respondent  was  admitted  to  the  freedom  of  the 
company  of  bakers,  and  to  the  freedom  of  the  city  of 
London,  by  redemption  or  purchase  in  the  month  of 
January  1834,  and  to  the  livery  of  the  said  company  in 
the  month  of  March  following.  His  qualification  was 
in  other  respects  perfect.  On  behalf  of  the  appellant  it 
was  contended  that  by  the  2  W.  4.  c,  45.  s.  32.  the  re- 
spondent was  disqualified,  inasmuch  as  having  been  ad* 
mitted  a  freeman  since  the  1st  of  March  1831,  ^^otbe^ 
wise  than  in  respect  of  birth  or  servitude,"  he  was  not 
entitled  to  vote  "  as  such."  The  revising  barrister 
decided,  that  the  words  *^  as  such  "  in  the  said  section 
were  limited  to  persons  who  voted  as  burgesses  or  free* 
men ;  that  the  freemen  and  liverymen  of  London  did  not 
vote  as  freemen,  but  as  freemen  and  liverymen;  and 
therefore  that  a  freeman  and  liveryman  who  had  been 
admitted  a  freeman  by  purchase  after  the  said  1st  of 
March  1831,  was  not  disqualified  by  the  disfranchising 
proviso  of  the  said  section.     If  the  Court  should  be  of 
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tnion  that  the  said  decision  was  wrong,  the  name  of        1846. 
*^^  said  respondent  was  to  be  expunfired  from  the  list  of  ~^ 
^"^ters  for  the  said  company.  „  "* 

*•       ''  Brow  KB. 

KingJake  Serjt.  (Welsby  with  him)  for  the  appellant. 
^)n  the  true  construction  of  the  thirty-second  section  of 
^be    Reform    Act,    the   revising   barrister  was   clearly 
'^prong.      That   section   entitles  every   person  to   vote 
^*  either  as  a  burgess  or  freeman,   or,  in   the  city  of 
Jjondtm^  as  a  freeman  and  liveryman,"  provided  such 
person  shall  be  duly  registered ;  and  then  the  proviso 
declares  ^  that  no  person  who  shall  have  been  elected, 
made,  or  admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman  since  the   1st 
day  of  March   1831,  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  birth 
or  servitude,  or  who  shall  hereafter  be  elected,  made, 
or  admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman,  otherwise  than  in 
respect  of  birth  or  servitude,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote 
assucky  in  any  such  election  for  any  city  or  borough  as 
aforesaid,  or  to  be  so  registered  as  aforesaid/'     The  argu- 
ment on  the  other  side  will  no  doubt  be,    that  this 
restriction  applies  to   one  class   only   of  the   persons 
mentioned  in  the   proviso;    and  that  the  words    ^^as 
such  "  refer  only  to  burgesses  or  freemen,  and  not  to 
liverymen.     It  is  submitted,   however,  that  no  livery- 
man can  vote  for  the  city  of  London  who  has   been 
admitted  to  his  freedom  by  purchase,  since  the  1st  of 
March  1831.      The  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  ex- 
clude honorary  freemen,  and  thus  preserve  the  purity 
of  the  franchise,  and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  city  of 
London   should  be  deprived  of  the  protection  which 
the  statute  affords  to  other  corporations.     The  words 
'*  as  such "  in  the  proviso  refer  to  freemen,  as  contra* 
distinguished  from  those  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of 


V. 
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1 846«        any  other  right.     A  liveryman  of  the  city  of  London  b 
CaoucHER      ^"®  ^^^  occupies  a  certain  position  with  respect  to 
some  particular  company,  which  is  not  necessarily  con* 
nected  with  the  freedom  of  the  city.     It  is  true  that 
before  a  person  can  be  admitted  to  the  freedom  of  the 
city  he  must,  in  general,  be  a  freeman  of  some  com- 
pany, but  it  is  submitted  that  the  right  to  vote  springs 
from  the  party's  being  a  freeman  of  the  city  of  Londm. 
In  the  same  way,  in  some  boroughs,  freemen  are  not 
entitled  to  vote  unless  they  also  pay  scot  and  bear  lot; 
Shepherd  on  Elections  (a).      They   vote,   however,  as 
freemen.     The  stat.  11  G.  1.  a  18.  regulates  the  exer- 
cise, in  London^  both  of  the  municipal  and  the  par- 
liamentary franchise,  and  the  form  of  the  oath  thereby 
required  to  be  taken  upon  the  election  of  members  of 
parliament,  shews  that  the  voter  must  be  a  freeman  of 
London   and  a  liveryman  of  some  company.      So,  in 
the  election  of  aldermen  and  common-councilmen  the 
party  who  tenders  his  vote  at  the  poll  is  required,  by 
the  same  statute,  to  make  oath  that  he  is  a  freeman  of 
London^  and  a  householder  in  a  ward,  but  in  both 
cases  the  party  votes  in  his  capacity  of  freeman,  and 
not  as  a  liveryman,  or  as  a  householder.      [TindalCh 
The  fourteenth   section   of  the  act  enacts    *^  that  no 
person  shall  have  any  tight  to  vote  who  has  not  been 
upon  the  livery  by  the  space  of  twelve  calendar  months 
before  such  election."]     That  section  does  not  confer 
the  franchise ;  it  merely  requires  that  the  freeman  shall 
have  been  twelve  months  a  liveryman  before  voting. 
The  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  prevent  the  sudden 
creation  of  freemen  upon  the  approach  of  an  election. 
The  Stat.  S  G.  3.  c.  15.,  commonly  called  the  Durnam 

(a)  2d  cd.  p.  38. 
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kd  (a),  enacts  that  *'  no  person  whatsoever  claiming  as        1846. 
I  freeman  to  vote  at  any  election  of  members  to  serve  in      cmovchzm, 
Mirliament  for  any  city,  town,  port,  or  borough  in  Eng^      BeJwm 
andy  WaUs^  and  the  town  oi Berwick'^tpon'Tweed,  idiere 
ruck  vater^s  right  of  voting  is  as  a  freeman  only^  shall  be 
idniitted  to  give  his  vote  at  such  election,  unless  such  per- 
ioo  shall  have  been  admitted  to  the  freedom  of  such  city, 
town,  port,  or  borough,  twelve  calendar  months  before 
the  first  day  of  such  election,"  under  a  penalty  of  100/. 
It  is  clear  that  the  legislature  thought  at  that  time  that 
this  enactment  would  apply  to  the  city  of  London^  and 
therefore   by   the   eighth   section  London  is   specially 
exempted   from  the  operation  of  the   act      It  seems, 
therefore,  that  they  recognised  the  right  of  voting  in 
London  to  be  in  *^  freemen  only."     The  cases  of  Daman 
V.  Marrett  (b)  and  Williams  v.  Evans  (c)  are  authorities 
upon  the  construction  of  that  act,  and  show  that,  al- 
Lbough  other  qualifications  might  have  been  required, 
)ret  that  the  parties  voted  in  the  character  of  freemen. 
[Cresswell  J.     In   Williams  v.  Evans  (c)f  it  was  neces- 
sary that  a  party  should  be  an  inhabitant,  paying  scot 
iDd  lot  at  the  time  of  his  admission  to  the  freedom  of 
the  borough,  but  not  that  he  should  continue  to  pay 
scot  and  lot  afterwards.     In  Lofidon,  however,  the  voter 
must  be  a  liveryman  as  well  as  a  freeman.     The  case, 
therefore,  has  no  application.]     The  words  ^^  freeman 
and  liveryman  "  in  the  act  mean  ^^  freemen  being  livery- 
men."     The   forty-eighth  section  of  the  Reform  Act 
enacts,  *^  That  for  providing  a  list  of  such  of  the  free- 
men of  the  city  of  London  as  are  liverymen  of  the  several 
companies  entided  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member 

(a)  9  PetM.  177.  (6)  1  Taunt.  128. 

(c)  8  7.  it.  246. 
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1846.        ^^  members  to  senre  in  any  futnre  parliameot  for  the 
^^  city  of  London,  tlie  retumin'^  officer  or  officers  of  the 

^_        said  city  shall,  on  Sec,  issue  precepts  to  the  clerks  of  the 
said  livery  companies,  requiring  them  forthwith  to  make 
out  or  cause  to  be  made  out,  at  the  expense  of  the  re- 
spective companies,  an  alphabetical  I'lst,  according  to 
the  form  in  the  schedole  (K)  to  this  act  annexed,  of  the 
freemen  of  London  being  liverymen  of  the  said  respective 
companies,  and  entitled  to  voce  in  such  election,"  and 
tlie  corresponding  section  (a)  of  the  stat.  6  Vici.  r.  18. 
follows  the  words  used  in  the  Reform  Act.     And  io 
schedule  (K)  of  the  Reform  Act,  there  is  a  form  of  ^J 
li$t  of  such  of  the  freemen  of  London  as  are  liverymen  cf 

the  company  of entitled  to  vote  Sec.**  [Afim/f  J. 

The  form  No.  2,  in  that  schedule,  speaks  of  '^  the  list  of 
persons  entitled  to  vote  as  freemen  of  the  city  of 
London  and  liverymen  ;  "  and  the  form  No.  3  uses  the 
same  language.]  The  words  ^^such  of  the  freemen 
being  liverymen  "  are  also  used  in  another  statute,  the 
act  for  limiting  the  duration  of  the  poll  in  cities  and 
boroughs  to  one  day,  stat  5  8c  6  Will.  4.  c,  S6. 

Further,  assuming  that  the  words  ^'as  such  "  are  not 
to  be  construed  in  the  manner  contended  for,  the  name 
of  the  respondent  ought  not  to  have  been  retained  on 
the  list,  inasmuch  as  the  proviso  already  referred  to  in 
the  thirty-second  section  of  the  Reform  Act  is,  that  no 
person  admitted  to  his  freedom  since  the  1st  of  March, 
1841,  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  birth  or  servitude, 
shall  be  entitled  *^to  be  so  registered  as  aforesaid." 
[Cressracell  J.  You  must  contend,  then,  that  all  persons, 
though  entitled  to  vote  as  \QL  householders,  who  have 
been  admitted  to  the  freedom  of  the  city  of  London  since 

(a)  Sect.  90. 
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that  time,  are  not  eDtitled  to  be  registered.]     It  is  not        1846. 
necessary  to  push  the  argument  to  that  length,  as  the 
words  *^  so  registered  as  aforesaid  "  apply  only  to  the 
registration  of  freemen. 

Gumey  (with  whom  was  Grove)  appeared  for  the  re- 
spondent, but  was  not  called  upon  by  the  Court 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  question  in  this  case  turns  upon 
the  proper  construction  to  be  given  to  the  thirty-second 
section  of  the  Reform  Act,  and  I  am  unable  to  read 
that  section  in  any  other  way  than  as  making  a  clear 
distinction  between  a  burgess  or  freeman  of  an  ordinary 
city  or  borough,  and  a  freeman  and  liveryman  of  the 
city  of  London.     In  the  first  place,  when  the  act  speaks 
of  other  cities  and  boroughs,  the  words  burgess  or  free- 
man are  used,  but  when  it  comes  to  speak  of  London, 
the  words  used  are  "  freeman  and  liveryman.*'     At  first 
sight,  therefore,  it  would  appear  that,  as  these  two  words 
are  coupled  together,  the  section  connects  the  character 
of  freeman  with  that  of  liveryman,  and  makes  the  right 
to  TOte  depend  upon    the  combination  of  both  these 
qualifications ;  and  this  distinction  is  kept  up  through- 
out the  section.     The  section  first  enacts,  that  every 
person  who  would  have  been  entitled  to  vote  in  the 
election  of  a  member  &c.,  either  as  a  burgess  or  free- 
man, or  in  the  city  of  London  as  a  freeman  and  livery- 
man, shall  be  entitled  to  vote,  provided  such  person 
shall  be  duly  registered.     It  then  goes  on  to  say  that 
no  such  person  shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year,  ^^  un- 
less, where  he  shall  be  a  burgess  or  freeman,  or  free- 
man and  liveryman,  of  any  city  or  borough,*'  he  shall 
have  resided  for  six  calendar  months  &c.  within  such 
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1846.        city  or  borough;  still  making  a  marked  distinctioo  be- 
CHoocraT"  ^w^"  the  burgess  or  freeman  of  any  city  but  London, 
and  the   freeman    and   liveryman   of  London.     Then 
comes  a  clause  which  clearly  cannot  apply  to  London, 
because  it  refers  to  "  a  burgess  or  freeman  of  any  place 
sharing  in  the  election  for  any  city  or  borough;'' and 
in  which  we  find,  therefore,  that  the  words  '*  freeman 
and  liveryman"  are  dropped.     We  then  arrive  at  the 
proviso  in  question,  which  runs  thus :  *<  Provided  al- 
ways, that  no  person   who  shall   have  been  elected, 
made,  or  admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman  since  the  1st 
day  o{  March  1831,  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  birth 
or  servitude,  or  who  shall  hereafter  be  elected,  made,  or 
admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman,  otherwise  than  in  re- 
spect of  birth  or  servitude,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  os 
such  in  any  such  election  for  any  city  or  borough  as  afore- 
said, or  to  be  so  registered  as  aforesaid."     This  beioga 
disfranchising  exception,  I  cannot  perceive  how  it  is  to 
be  extended  to  the  city  of  London,  when  we  see  that  the 
words  ^*  freeman  and  liveryman,"  which  have  been  used 
in  the  former  part  of  the  section,  are  omitted  io  the 
proviso.     Again,  if  we  look  at  schedule  (K),  we  find 
the  same  distinction  preserved,  the  words  ^^  freeman* 
and  ^^  liveryman "  being  joined  together,  both  in  the 
form  of  the  list  of  claimants,  and  in  the  form  of  a  notice 
of  objection;  thus  shewing  that  the  double  character  of 
a  freeman  and  liveryman  is  necessary  to  entitle  a  party 
to  vote.      When,    therefore,   we  come  to   the  words 
^<  entitled  to  vote  as  such "  at  the  end  of  the  profisf^ 
and  connect  them  with  the  words  immediately  preced- 
ing them,  *^  burgess  or  freeman,"  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  revising  barrister  exercised  a  sound  judgment  when 
he  held  that  the  disfranchising  words  of  the  proviso 
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ipplied  only  to  a  burgess  or  freeman  of  an  ordinary        1846. 
:ity  or  borough,  and  not  to  the  freemen  and  liverymen      c»ouche» 
»f  the  city  of  London.     It  may  be  asked,  why  should       b^owke 
here   be  this  distinction  between  London  and   other 
:es  ?    I  cannot  say  what  reasons  may  have  influenced 
"^he  legislature  in  making  this  distinction,  but  possibly 
:mt  may  have  been  thought  that  the  existence  of  com- 
panies so  numerous  as  those  in  the  city  of  Londoti  was 
St  sufficient  check  upon  those  malpractices  which  might 
Cake  place  in  other  cities  and  boroughs. 

Maule  X    I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  revising 
liarrister  was  right,  and  I  cannot  say  that  any  doubt 
has  been  raised  in  my  mind  by  the  argument  of  my 
brother  Kinglake^  able  and  ingenious  as  it  was.     It  is 
impossible  to  handle  the  act  without  turning  up  some- 
thing to  shew  that  the  construction  contended  for  by 
the   appellant  is   not   correct      The  intention  of  the 
thirty-second  section  of  the  Reform  Act  was  to  preserve 
certain  vested  rights,  but  at  the  same  time  to  prevent 
corporations  making  a  number  of  voters  who  might 
swamp  the  whole  constituency.     The  proviso,  there- 
fore, applies  to  cases  where  corporations  had  the  power 
of  making  voters,  as  well  as  of  returning  members  to 
parliament     But  in  the  city  of  London  the  corporation 
alone  has  not  the  power  of  making  voters,  which  can 
only  be  effected  by  the  companies  also  making  livery- 
men; and  with  London^  therefore,  the  act  did  not  intend 
to  interfere.     The  language  in  which  that  intention  is 
expressed  is,  if  read  in  its  ordinary  sense,  quite  plain 
and   unequivocal.      In   order   to  avoid   its   effect,   all 
that  can  be  said  is,  that  the  legislature  has  made  an 
onintentional  mistake ;  but  the  whole  scope  of  the  sec* 
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184<6.        tion  accounts  for  the  omission  of  London  in  the  dis- 
Croochwi      franchising  portion  of  it,  namel}',  the  proviso.     The 
Bbowve.       language  used  in  the  proviso  is,  that  no  person  "who 
shall  hereafter  be  elected,  made,  or  admitted  a  burgess 
or  freeman,  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  birth  or  ser- 
vitude, shall  be  entitled  to  vote  as  such,"  that  is,  as 
such  burgess  or  freeman.     If,  indeed,  it  had  been  made 
out  that  in  Lofidon  parties  voted  as  freemen  only,  there 
might  have  been  some  ground  for  the  argument,  but  it 
is  quite  clear  that  they  vote  as  "  freemen  and  livery- 
men,"—  words  which  occur  several  times  both  in  lb 
Reform  and  the  Registration   Acts.     This  being  th 
case,  we  could  not,  without  doing  the  greatest  violence^ 
to  the  language  of  the  proviso,  hold  that  it  applied  to^ 
liverymen  and  freemen,  and  not  merely  to  burgesses  or^ 
freemen.     Then,  the  last  argument  was,  that,  assuming 
the  proviso  not  to  take  away  the  right  of  voting,  it  took 
away  the  right  to  be  registered.    But  the  words  are  per« 
fectly  plain.     The  proviso  says  that  the  burgess  or  free- 
man, under  certain  circumstances,  shall  not  vote,  and 
shall  not  be  registered.     Whatever  obscurity  there  may 
be  in  other  parts  of  the  act,  there  is  really  no  doubt 
here,  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Cresswell  J.  I  am  quite  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
section  in  question  provides  that  a  burgess  or  freemaii» 
or,  in  the  city  of  London,  a  freeman  and  liveryman, 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  if  duly  registered.  Now,  in 
order  to  be  duly  registered,  the  party  must,  in  London^ 
be  registered  as  a  freeman  and  liveryman.  The  schedule 
which  has  been  referred  to  clearly  shews  this  to  be  the 
case.     The  section  then  goes  on  to  say  that  <<  no  person 
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shall  be  so  registered,  unless,  where  he  shall  be  a  burgess        1846. 
or  freeman,  or  freeman  and  liveryman  of  any  city  or 
borough,  he  shall  have  resided  for  six  calendar  months  " 
&c     That  provision  does  not  touch  the  manner  in  which 
the  party  may  become  entitled  to  be  a  burgess  or  free- 
man, or  a  freeman  and  liveryman.     Then  comes  the 
proviso,  enacting  that  no  burgess  or  freeman  thereafter 
admitted,  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  servitude  or  birth, 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  as  stic/i,  or  to  be  registered. 
The  words  "  as  such  "  apply  only  to  a  burgess  or  free- 
man, and   not  to  a  freeman  and  liveryman,  and   con- 
sequently do  not  touch  persons  who  have  been  made 
freemen  and  liverymen  since  the  1st  of  March^  1831. 
With  regard  to  the  words   "  or  to  be  so  registered  as 
aforesaid,"  they  clearly  mean  that  a  party  becoming  a 
burgess  or  freeman,  subsequently  to  that  date,  is  not  to 
be  registered  as  a  burgess  or  freeman,  unless  admitted  in 
respect  of  birth  or  servitude. 

Erle  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  throughout  the  Re- 
form and  Registration  Acts,  there  are  two  kinds  of 
qualification  recognised  as  arising  out  of  the  corporate 
right  of  voting,  one  of  which  consists  in  being  a  freeman 
and  liveryman  of  London^  the  other  in  having  a  right  to 
vote  as  a  burgess  or  freeman  in  any  other  city  or  borough. 
The  legislature  has  imposed  a  certain  restriction  by 
the  proviso  in  the  thirty-second  section  on  the  latter 
class  of  persons;  but  though  the  terms  ^^ burgess  or 
freeman  "  and  ^'  freeman  and  liveryman  "  are  as  distinct 
as  the  letters  A  and  J3,  the  argument  of  counsel  is, 
that  where  A  only  is  used,  it  includes  B. 
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184-6.  Gurney  applied  for  costs,  one  side  only  having  been 

CKoucHEr  heard  (fl). 


V. 
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Maule  J.  (b)  No ;  I  think  that  this  is  not  a  case 
for  costs,  the  question  here  turning  upon  a  matter  of 
law,  and  not,  as  in  the  last  case  (c),  upon  a  matter  of 
fact,  which  the  appellant  had  raised  for  himself. 

Decision  aiSrmed,  without  costs. 


January  26.    BusHELL,  Appellant,  and  LucKETT,  Respondent. 

Until  a  rate  be  A^T  a  court  held  before  Thomas  James  Arnold^  Esq., 
pubHoition^and  the  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  London,  W.  E. 

iMt  vSirisi^*  Luckeit  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  fVi'lliam  BusheU 
made  in  the  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  in 
tinues  in  force,   the  election  of  members   for  the   city  of  London^  in 

Therefore,  ■'  ' 

where  a  rate      respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  house,  No.  1,  Still  AUq^ 

was  made 

under  a  local  in  the  parish  of  St.  Botolphf  Bishopsgate.  The  revising 
weeks,  from  the  barrister  expunged  the  name  of  BusheU  horn  the  list^ 
tember tUlthe  stibject  to  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
16th  of  />*.  Qjj  ^he  following  case :  — 

cember,  and  an-      ^  o 

other  rate  was        'j^q  qualification  of  the  appellant  was*  duly  proved  in 

made  on  the  *  *-'^  -^  *^ 

2Sdof  JDo        all  respects,  except  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  rating. 

cember^  which 

was  not  pub-      The  poor-rates  in  this  parish  are  made  under  a  local 

lished  till  the  ^   «  i    •       i  .  r       i  .  i       i 

5th  of  January  act,  35  Cr.  3.  c.  Ixi.,  by  sect.  16  ot  which  the  rector, 
i/tf^that'an     church wardens,  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  inhabitants 

occupier  claim- 
ing on  the  27tb  of  December  to  be  put  upon  the  rate  for  the  time  being,  pursusnt  to 
staL  2  Will,  4.  c.  45.  f.  SO.,  must  be  deemed  to  have  been  rated  to  the  September  nte,  ss 
the  rate  for  the  time  being. 

(a)  See  Allen  v.  House,  antd,  p.  255. ;    Walker  v.  Payne^  uxktk,  p.  9S4^ 
(6)  Tindal  C.  J.  had  just  left  the  Court, 
(c)  Bishop  ▼.  Smedley,  ant^  p.  S84. 
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o€  ^lie  said  parish  are  authorized  and  required  to  as-  1846. 
s^nrm  fcle  and  meet  together,  in  the  vestry-room  of  the  boshm* 
saici  parish,  on  the  25th  of  June  1 795,  and  from  time  j.^ Ji^,;, 
^^  ^^jme  for  ever  thereafter,  quarterly,  or  oftener,  in 
^"^^'m^j  year>  as  occasion  shall  require,  due  notice  having 
•^^^^^.xn  given  &c.,  and  they  or  the  major  part  of  them  so 
xnbled,  shall,  from  time  to  time,  make  such  rate  or 
s,  assessment  or  assessments,  for  paying  the  interest 
on  certain  annuities,  and  for  and  towards  the  relief 
^^  CJlie  poor  of  the  said  parish,  and  for  other  the  pur- 
P^^^^is  of  this  act,  upon  all  and  every  person  or  persons 
^'^  h.^>  do  or  shall  inhabit  &c.,  as  they  the  said  rector  &c.» 
smich  meeting,  shall  think  necessary  and  proper  to  be 
^d  and  assessed  &c.  There  were  four  rates  made  in 
^*^^  said  parish  between  the  Slst  of  July  1844,  and  the 
^  ^  ^^  of  July  1845.  The  first  rate  was  made  on  the 
of  September  1844,  was  allowed  on  the  4th  of 
following,  and  published  on  the  6th  of  October* 
t  rate  was  headed  as  follows: — "We,  the  rector 
<»  being  assembled  and  met  together  this  28th  day  of 
ZS^Member  a.d.  1844,  in  the  church  of  the  said  parish, 
notice  having  been  given  of  such  meeting,  do  hereby 
e  the  following  rate  or  assessment,  being  lO^d^.  in 
pound  upon  all  and  every  person  or  persons  who 
^r  shall  inhabit,"  &c.  (following  the  words  of  the 
^  for  thirteen  weeks  from  the  I6ih  day  of  September 
^Jie  16th  day  of  December,  1844."  The  second  rate 
made  on  the  £dd  of  December  1844,  was  allowed  on 
dd  of  January  1845,  and  published  on  the  5th* 
t  is  last-mentioned  rate  had  a  similar  heading  to  the 
^  first  mentioned,  being  made  "  for  thirteen  weeks," 
■Ti  the  16th  day  of  December  1844,  to  the  17th  of 
'^cA  1845.     The  dates  of  the  other  two  rates  are  not 

^OU   I.  F  F 


400 


HILARY  TERM, 


1846. 


BvwmwLL 

r, 
Lncsm. 


material ;  they  were  each  headed  in  a  siinilar  manner, 
and  purported  to  be  made  ^*  for  thirteen  weeks  respec- 
tively/'    Each  rate,  though  it  purported  to  be  made  od 
a  particular  day,  was  not  in  fact  made  out  as  to  the  as- 
sessment of  the  different  parties  included  therein  till 
some  days  afterwards.     The  appellant  was  not  rated  to 
the    first-mentioned    rate,  nor  did  his   name  appear 
thereon ;  but  at  the  end  of  the  rate  after  the  allowance 
thereof  there  was  a  long  list  of  names,  including  that  of 
the  appellant,  which  list  was  headed  thus :  **  The  fint* 
lowing  are  the  names  of  persons  who  have  made  dauD 
to  be  rated  since  the  completion  of  the  foregoing  rate." 
It  was  not  proved  that  any  claim  to  be  rated  was  made 
by  the  appellant  before  the  27th  of  December  1844; 
but  on  that  day  a  notice  of  claim  was  served,  on  his 
behalf^  on  one  of  the  overseers.     The  claim  was  in  this 
form :  ^^  To  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  SL  Botciph^ 
Bishopsgate.     I  hereby  give  you  notice  that  I  occupy  a 
house  at  No.  1,  Still  Alley ^  Bishopgate  Street^  in  your 
parish,   and   I   claim   to   have   my   name  inserted  as 
occupier  thereof  in  the  rates  made  to  the  relief  of  the 
poor  in  your  parish,  pursuant  to  the6&7^4.Cid&9 
and  to  the  English  Reform  and  Parliamentary  Regis* 
tration  Acts.     Dated,  &c.      (Signed)     William  BuAdlf 
residing  at  No.  1,  Still  Alley.'*    At  the  time  the  said 
claim  was  served,  no  rate  was  due  in  respect  of  the 
house  in  question,  the  rate  having  been  paid  by  the 
landlord.     The  said  claim  was  served  at  the  same  time 
with  several  others,  and  at  the  time  of  such  service  the 
overseers  were  told  that  the  names  of  the  parties  so 
claiming  ought  to  be  put  upon  the  September  rate^io 
consequence  whereof  the  names  were  so  inserted  in  the 
before*  mentioned  list  at  the  end  of  the  September  nifi' 
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bcx>k.     The  appellant  was  duly  rated  to  the  rate  made        1846. 
on  the  2Sd  of  December  1844,  and  other  subsequent       bumill 
rates.     On  behalf  of  the  appellant  it  was  contended,       _    ^* 
that  at  the  time  the  said  claim  to  be  rated  was  so  made 
as  aforesaid,  the  September  rate  was  the  rate  for  the  time 
being,  within  the  meaning  of  the  thirtieth   section  of 
the  statute  2  W.  4.  c.  45. ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  ap- 
pellant was  to  be  deemed  to  have  been  rated  to  that 
rate.     The  revising  barrister  decided  that  the  September 
rate  was  not  the  rate  for  the  time  being  at  the  time 
when  the  said  claim  to  be  rated  was  so  made  as  afore- 
smL     If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
decision  was  wrong,  the  name  of  the  said  appellant  was 
to  be  reinserted  in  the  said  list  of  voters. 

Webby  for  the  appellant  The  question  is,  which 
was  the  rate  in  force  ^^  for  the  time  being,"  when  the 
claim  to  be  rated  was  made,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
thirtieth  section  of  the  stat.  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  Hie  claim 
was  made  on  the  27th  of  December,  and  it  is  submitted, 
that  the  September  rate  was  then  *^  the  rate  for  the  time 
beiog,"  although  anotlier  rate  had  been  made  on  the  23d 
€f  December,  for  thirteen  weeks,  from  the  16th  of  De^ 
eember  to  the  17th  of  March  in  the  following  year. 
The  December  rate  was  not  made  perfect  by  allow- 
ance and  publication,  till  the  5th  of  January  1845,  and 
consequently,  on  the  27th  of  December,  the  September 
rate  was  the  rate  for  the  time  being.  The  rate,  when 
made,  cannot  be  limited  to  any  particular  period.  It  is 
in  force  for  the  whole  time  during  which  the  funds  col- 
lected under  it  are  sufficient  for  parochial  purposes. 
At  all  events,  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  arrears  due, 
the  September  rate  was,  at  the  time  the  claim  to  be  rated 
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ISiG.        was  made,  in  full  and  effective  operation.    It  is  siib« 
mitted,  therefore,  that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 


BUSHSLL 
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Grove  for  the  respondent.    The  appellant  cannot  be 
deemed  to  have  been  rated  to  the  September  rate,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  thirtieth  section  of  the  Reform  Act 
Wansey  v.  Perkins  {Loctrei/s  case)  (a)  decides,  that  eveiy 
fresh  rate  requires  a  fresh  claim,  and  the  claim  in  this 
case  must  be  taken,  therefore,  to  apply  to  the  Decenier 
and   not  to  the  September  rate,   which   had  expired 
[Maule  J.     A  rate  cannot  expire  till  there  is  a  new  rate. 
The  last  rate  made  is  the  rate  for  the  time  being,  and 
so  continues  until  another  rate  is  made.]     That  may  be 
the  case  where  a  rate  is  made  for  an  indefinite  period, 
but  here  the   September   rate   was   made   for  thirteen 
weeks,  and  that  time  had  expired  before  the  claim  was 
made.     Either,  therefore,  there  was  no  rate  at  all  in 
force  on  the  27th  of  December,  or  the  December  rate  was 
the  rate  for  the  time  being.     The  claim  to  be  rated  was 
served  after  the.  making  of  the  new  rate.     [Erie  J.   It 
was  served  before  the  new  rate  was  allowed  and  pab- 
lished ;   and,  until  that  was  done,  the  September  rate 
surely  continued  to  be  the  rate  for  the  time  being.]   A 
rate  may,  for  the  purposes  of  the  act,  be  in  existentti 
though  not  in  force.     The  thirtieth  section  speaks  only 
of  the  making  of  the  rate. 

Welsby  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  first  rate  referred  to,  in  this  casc^ 
was  made  on  the  2Sth  of  September  184-4,  for  the  period 
of  thirteen  weeks,  and  the  question  is,  whether,  after  the 

(a)  \\\\k,  p.  249. 
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cpiration  of  the  quarter,  and  before  a  new  rate  was        1846. 
erfected  by  publication  and  allowance,  the  first  rate       BoiHiLL 
as  the  rale  of  the  parish  for  the  time  being.     It  ap-       lwckbtiw 
ears  to  me  that  it  was.     There  is  no  doubt,  that  if  any 
ling  were  due  under  it,  the  parish  officers  could  have 
iatrained,  thus  clearly  showing  that  it  was  in  being  for 
»nie  purposes,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  language  of 
le  thirtieth  section  to  prevent  its  being  considered  the 
te  for  the  time  being,  in  the  present  case. 

Maule  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  thirtieth 
ction  enables  a  party  claiming  to  have  his  name  put 

upon  the  rate  for  the  time  being,"  assuming,  what  is 
le  fiict,  that  there  is  always  in  the  parish  a  rate  for 
le  time  being.  Until  some  new  rate  was  perfected 
le  September  rate  was  the  rate  for  the  time  being,  and 

therefore,  think  that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong 

bis  decision. 

Cresswell  J.  The  last  valid  and  effectual  rate 
ade  in  the  parish  continues  to  be  '^the  rate  for  the 
ne  being,''  until  some  new  rate  be  made  which  is  bind- 
g  upon  the  rate-payers.  The  December  rate  had  not 
icn  allowed  and  published  when  the  claim  was  made, 
id  did  not  operate  so  as  to  bind  the  parish,  and  there- 
re  the  September  rate  was  the  rate  for  the  time  being. 

£rle  J.  The  rate  was  made  on  a  calculation  for 
irteen  weeks,  but  the  local  act  does  not  require  the 
.lish  to  make  a  new  rate  at  the  end  of  each  quarter, 
It  firom  time  to  time  to  make  such  rates  as  they  may 
ink  necessary.  If  the  money  collected  under  the 
te  had  lasted   longer  than  the  thirteen  weeks,  the 
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parochial  officers  need  not  have  made  a  new  rate  till  it 
was  expended.  Then,  as  publication  is  requisite  to  the 
validity  of  a  rate,  the  September  rate  was  on  the  27th  of 
December i  when  the  claim  was  made,  the  rate  for  the 
time  being. 

Decision  reversed. 


January  29. 


A  conveyance 
made  in  com- 
pletion of  a 
bond  fide 
contract  of  sale, 
where  the 
money  is  paid 
on  the  one 
band,  and  pos- 
session of  the 
land  taken  on 
the  other,  and 
where  there  is 
no  secret  re^ 
aervation  or 
trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the 
vendor,  is  not 
within  the 
meaning  of  the 
Stat.  7  &  8  WUL 

•5*    C*    20*    S»    Taf 

though  the 
avowed  object 
of  both  the 
vendors  and 
vendees  in 
becoming 
parties  to  the 
conveyance  is 
the  multiplying 
of  voices  in  the 
election  of 
members  of  ^ 
parliament. 


Alexandbb,  Appellant,  and  Newman, 

Kespondent. 

^I^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
John  William  Harden^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrbter&r 
the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York^  by  whom  the 
following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 

At  the  Court  held  for  the  revision  of  the  list  of  voters 
of  the  township  of  Loclcwood  in  the  polling  district  of 
Huddersfield  in  the  said  riding,  Joseph  Botlombf  and 
thirty-four  other  persons  claimed  to  have  their  Dames 
inserted  in  the  register  of  voters  for  the  said  township 
of  Lockwood  as  the  several  owners  each  respectively  of 
an  undivided  thirty-fifth  part  of  freehold  land  and  baild- 
ings  at  Lockwoodj  in  the  said  riding.  The  facts  of  the 
case  are  as  follows,  and  will,  for  convenience,  be  stated 
as  if  applying  to  one  only,  though  equally  applicable  to 
each  of  the  thirty-five  claimants: — Joseph  BoUoti^ 
being  desirous  of  obtaining  a  qualification  to  vote  in  the 
election  of  members  to  serve  in  parliament  for  the  said 
riding,  some  time  in  the  month  of  January  1845,  called 
upon  one  T.  22.,  the  agent  of  a  political  association  \^ 
the  town  of  Huddersfield^  and  requested  the  said  T.^ 
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o  obtain  a  vote  for  him,  the  said   Jo$eph  Botiomfy.        1846. 
K  BMomfy  wished  to  obtain  the  quali6cation  as  cheaplj   "T 
IS  he  could,  but  did  not  care  about  the  nature  or  situ-  ▼• 

ition  of  the  property,  provided  it  would  confer  the  right 
^  voting,  and  did  not  involve  an  outlay  of  money  be- 
fond  what  would  give  the  qualification,  and,  at  the 
lame  time,  secure  the  ordinary  rate  of  interest.  Joseph 
BoUomhfs  motive  in  applying  to  T.R.  was  not,  how- 
ever, the  investment  of  money  in  land  or  buildings,  but 
Hily  to  acquire  the  right  of  vdting.  Some  time  in  the 
Mime  month  of  Januaryj  Messrs.  C.  being  wealthy  manu- 
kcturers  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Huddersfidd^  au« 
liorized  the  said  T.  &  to  sell  for  them  certain  lands 
md  cottages,  their  property,  for  the  sum  of  1,400/. ;  the 
mly  object  of  Messrs.  CL  in  so  authorizing  the  said 
7\  21.  to  act  for  them,  was  to  increase  the  number  of 
roters  for  members  to  serve  in  parliament  for  the  said 
riding ;  they  were  not  in  want  of  money,  and  would  not 
lell  any  portion  of  their  estate  below  its  fair  and  reason* 
ible  value.  T.  B.  was  not  the  attorney  generally  em* 
doyed  either  by  Messrs.  CL  or  «/•  BMamly,  but  as  agent 
o  the  before-mentioned  association  he  had  previously 
auised  advertisements  to  be  inserted  in  the  public 
lapers,  inviting  parties  either  to  sell  or  to  purchase 
mall  freeholds,  for  the  purpose  of  qualifying  voters  for 
he  said  riding,  and  referring  to  himself  as  such  agent. 
ji  consequence  of  such  authority  from  the  said  Messrs. 
Z9  and  of  such  instructions  from  J.  Bottomly^  and  many 
ytber  parties  similarly  disposed,  the  said  T.  B.  arranged 
lie  purchase  and  sale  of  the  said  lands  and  cottages  by 
the  said  Messrs.  C.  to  the  said  J*  Bcitomly  and  thirty- 
fpor  other  persons  as  tenants  in  common  for  the  sum  of 
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1846.  l|400/»  A  deed  conveying  the  8atd  land  and  cottages 
AuxAXDiib  ^^  accordingly  prepared  by  the  said  T.  ILy  and  was 
duly  executed  by  the  said  J.  Bottomly  on  the  22d  day 
of  January  last,  on  which  occasion)  the  said  J.  Boiiomfy 
paid  his  portion  of  the  purchase  money,  viz.  40/.  to  the 
said  T.R.  for  and  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  C,  together  with 
1/.  towards  T.  R.'s  bill  of  costs.  On  the  same  22d  day 
of  January  a  lease  of  the  land  and  cottages  in  question 
was  executed  by  J.  Bottomly^  and  the  thirty-four  other 
tenants  in  common  to  the  said  vendors,  Messrs.  C,  for 
the  period  of  fifteen  years,  at  the  annual  rent  of  70/., 
which  rent  has  since  been  duly  paid.  The  land  and 
cottages  are  within  a  very  short  distance  of  Messrs.  C's 
mill,  and  were  before,  and  at  the  time  of  the  purchase^ 
and  still  are  in  the  occupation  of  persons  employed  by 
the  said  Messrs.  C.  in  their  said  milL  J.  BotUmbf  has 
never  seen  the  property  in  question,  and  stipulated, 
when  he  applied  to  Mr.  JZ.  on  the  subject,  that  he  («7.  JB.) 
was  to  have  no  trouble  in  the  matter,  but  should  receive 
405.  per  annum  for  his  40/.,  and  secure  the  right  of 
voting.  The  conveyance  was  complete  and  bon&^fidej 
the  purchase  money  really  paid  by  the  said  «7.  Baiiomfyy 
and  the  several  other  purchasers,  and  there  was  no 
secret  trust  nor  reservation  in  favour  of  the  sellers,  nor 
any  stipulation  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  elective 
franchise  should  be  exercised  by  the  said  thirty-five 
purchasers  or  any  of  them,  nor  had  any  of  them  any 
communication  with  Messrs.  C,  save  through  their 
common  solicitor  T.  R.  The  said  Messrs.  C.  and  the 
said  thirty-five  purchasers  entertain  the  same  political 
opinions;  and  though  there  was  no  immediate  concert 
between  them,  the  avowed  and  only  object  of  the  trans* 
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action,  on  both  sides,  was  to  multiply  voices  In  the  election        i  S46. 

of  members  of  parliament  for  the  said  riding.    .Upon     AL»xAKii»fc 

these  facts,  the  claim  of  the  said  J.  Bottomly  to  have  his 

name  inserted  in  the  said  list  of  voters  was  opposed,  on 

the  ground  that  the  case  came  within  the  statute  7  &  8 

W.  S.  c.  25.,  commonly  called  the  splitting  act,  as  being 

a  conveyance  made  in  order  to  multiply  voices  or  to 

split  and  divide  the  interest  in  houses  or  land  among 

several  persons,  to  enable  them  to  vote  at  elections  of 

members  to  serve  in  parliament,  and,  therefore,  void, 

and  of  none  effect.    The  revising  barrister  decided,  that 

the  statute  did  not  apply  to  conveyances  made  under  the 

circumstances  disclosed  in  the  foregoing  statement  of 

&ct8 ;  that  no  conveyance  of  an  estate  for  an  adequate 

consideration,  made  bond  fide^  without  reservation,  rati-^ 

fied  according  to  law,  and  accompanied  by  payment  of 

the  purchase  money  on  the  oue  hand,  and  possession  of 

the  property  or  receipt  of  the  rents,  as  in  this  case,  on 

the  other,  can  afterwards  be  nullified  by  an  inquiry  into 

the  motives  which  may  have  actuated  the  contracting 

parties  t)efore,  or  at  the  time  of  the  transaction,  and 

that  the  said  J.  Bottomly  and  the  said  thirty-four  other 

claimants  were  entitled  to  have  their  names  retained  in 

the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  riding,  in  respect  of  their 

several  and  respective  shares  in  the  said  freehold  land 

and  buildings. 

.    The  case  was  argued  (in  Michaelmas  term,  Novem^ 

ber  ISth,)  by  Kingslake  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant,  and 

MariiUj  for  the  respondent. 

The  arguments  on  either  side  are  so  fully  stated  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  it  is  deemed  unneces- 
sary to  recapitulate  them. 

Ctir.  adv.  vuUm 
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1846.  TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

Court. 

This  appeal  against  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York  ruses 
the  distinct  question,  whether  a  conveyance  of  land  to  a 
numerous  body  of  purchasers,  as  tenants  in  common,  is 
void  under  the  seventh  section  of  the  stat*  7  &  8  ^  S. 
c  26^  such  conveyance -being  made,  both  on  the  part  of 
the  vendor  and  the  vendees,  for  the  avowed  and  only  ob» 
ject  of  multiplying  voices  in  the  election  of  members  to 
serve  in  parliament,  but  at  the  same  being  a  hondfiie  con- 
veyance made  on  a  contract  of  sale,  where  the  purchase 
money  was  really  paid,   and  possession  of  the  land 
really  taken  and  kept  under  the  conveyance,  and  where 
diere  was  no  secret  trust  or  reservation  in  favor  of  the 
seller,  nor  any  stipulation  as  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
elective  franchise  should  be  exercised. 

The  question  is  undoubtedly  one  of  considerable 
importance,  not  only  as  it  involves  a  general  principle 
of  election  law,  but  as  it  applies  to  a  large  number  of 
the  cases  reserved  for  our  determination.  It  has  been 
argued  before  us  both  upon  the  present  and  upon  other 
reserved  cases ;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  proper 
construction  of  the  statute  above  referred  to,  taking 
into  consideration  at  the  same  time,  the  statutes  subse- 
quently passed  and  relating  to  the  same  subject-matter, 
that  the  conveyance  in  question  was  not  a  void  con- 
veyance, and  that  the  several  persons  claiming  to  vote 
under  it  were  entitled  to  have  their  names  retained  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of 
York.  Even  if  the  sUtute  7  &  8  fT.  S.  r.  25.  were  the 
only  statute  passed  upon  the  subject,  and  that  statute 
were  to  be  construed  strictly  by  its  very  letter,  we  think 
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ts  provisions  could  not  be  held  to  extend  to  the  case  of       1846. 
njr  conveyance  made  upon  a  really  bond  fide  contract  "T     ~' 
3r  the  sale  and  purchase  of  land ;  but  that  the  statute      ^,  ^* 
fas  intended  to  apply  to  fictitious  conveyances,  to  con- 
eyances  that  had  nothing  more  than  the  form  and 
ppearance  of  a  conveyance;  which  consisted  of  the 
tfurcbment  and  seal  only,  the  parties  thereto  having 
irivately  agreed  and  intended  that  no  interest  should  ac- 
iudly  pass  thereby.     The  first  observation  that  arises 
ipon  the  statute  of  fVilL  3.,  as  to  the  provision  now  under 
liscussion  is,  that  the  clause  is  declaratory  only  of  the 
ommon  law.     The  first  branch  of  that  section  does^ 
odeed,  create  a  new  law.    It  is  thereby  enacted  that 
lo  person  shall  have  a  vote  at  elections  by  reason  of 
iny  trust  estate  or  mortgage,  unless  such  trustee  or 
nortgagee  be  in  actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the 
:ents  and  profits  of  the  same  estate;  but  that  the  mort- 
gagor or  cfs/ta  que  trust  in  possession  shall  vote  for 
he  same  estate.     But  the  second  branch  of  the  sec- 
iout  which   is  that  now  under  discussion,  is  framed 
fety  differently,  and  by  this  latter  branch  all  convey- 
Hices,    in  order  to  multiply  voices,   or  to  split  and 
livide  the  interest  in  any  houses  or  lands  among  several 
lersons  to  enable  them  to  vote  at  elections  of  members 
0  serve  in  parliament,  are  thereby  declared  to  be  void 
md  of  noneefiect.   This  marked  distinction  between  the 
;wo  parts  of  the  section,  proves  incontestably  that  the 
atter  part  was  intended  only  to  declare  the  law  as  it 
$tood,  giving  to  such  law  the  greater  weight  and  sane- 
ion  of  a   legislative  declaration.      The  first  question 
therefore  is,  what  conveyances,  made  in  order  to  mul- 
tiply voices  at  elections,  would  be  void  at  common  law  ? 
The  right  of  voting  for  knights  of  the  shire  did  by 
the  common  law,  as  regulated  by  the  two  statutes  8  & 
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1846.        10  H,  6.,   belong    to   such    people   resident  in   each 
ALKXAXDsir~  ^^'^^^f  whereof  every  one  had   frank  tenement  within 
the  same  county  to  the  value  of  405.  by  the  year 
at  least,   above  all  charges;    and   there  was   no  re- 
striction or  prohibition  by  the  common  law   against 
any  man's  purchasing  a  freehold  within  the  county  of 
sufficient  amount  to  qualify   him  to  vote,  nor  on  the 
other  hand,  against  any  man  selling  the  same  to  one 
or  to  any  number  of  purchasers,  although  the  object 
of  the  seller   and  purchaser  might  be  that  the  pur- 
chaser might  acquire  a  vote,  and  consequently  that  the 
number  of  voters  should  be  thereby  increased.     By  the 
common   law,    therefore,    no  conveyance    really  and 
honestly  made  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  such  con* 
tract  into  effect  was  void.  But  by  the  common  law,  (rom- 
the  earliest  times,   a  conveyance,  however  perfect  in 
point  of  form,  being  such  in  form  only,  and  intended 
by  the  secret  agreement  or  understanding  between  the 
parties  never  to  have  any  legal  effect  as  a  conveyance, 
was  always  held  to  be  void,  whatever  the  secret  object 
and    purpose  of  the  parties    in   making    such    con* 
veyance  might  be.     The  old  text  writers  lay  it  down 
as  a  maxim,  that  ^'  the  law  abhors  covin ;  and,  there- 
fore, every  covinous  act  shall  be   void,"      And  it  is 
upon  that  principle  unquestionable,  that  a  conveyance 
made  in  order  or  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  quali- 
fication to  vote  at  an  election,  or  any  other  purpose, 
if  made  with   a  secret  intention   and   design,   that   it 
should  appear  to  the  world  as  a  conveyance,  but,  as 
between  the  parties  themselves,  should  pass  no  interest 
and  have  no  effect,  would  be  fraudulent  and  void  at 
common  law.     Lord  Somers^  and   it  is  impossible  to 
name  an  authority  of  greater  weight  on  a  subject  of  the 
nature  of  the  present,  is  express  to  this  point ;  and  in 
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the  observations  made  by  him  on  the  trial  of  the  case  of       1846. 
Ondawy.  The  Bailijff' of  Hasltmere  (a),  for  misconduct     ^^^^^^^ 
as  a  returning  officer,  on  which  occasion  it  was  proved  ▼• 

that  many  of  the  voters  claimed  under  conveyances  of 
▼ery  minute  and  insignificant  parts  of  burgage  lands 
which  had  been  lately  made,  and  which  were  fraudu* 
lently  contrived  to  malce  votes  against  an  election,  he 
lays  it  down  thus :  ^'  This  case  should  caution  persons, 
having  rights  of  election,  against  making  votes  by  split- 
ting burgage  freeholds  by  the  said  fraudulent  convey- 
ances, all  such  conveyances  as  are  not  made  band  Jute 
on  good  consideration  being  in  that  case  held  to  be  void 
by  the  common  law."  He  then  draws  a  very  marked 
distinction  between  conveyances  made  to  give  qualifica* 
lions  where  they  are  real  and  honest,  and  where  they 
are  fraudulent  and  fictitious,  considering  the  latter  only 
void  at  common  law ;  and  as  this  trial  took  place  only 
about  fifteen  years  before  the  passing  of  the  statute  of 
WiO.  3.,  the  language  of  Lord  Somers  afibrds  very 
strong  evidence  how  the  common  law  stood  at  the  time 
of  passing  the  act.  Again,  the  very  language  of  the 
statute  of  William  seems  to  point  to  the  necessary  dis- 
tinction that  real  and  bond  fide  conveyances  were  not 
intended  to  be  abolished,  although  the  motive  or  pur* 
pose  of  the  parties  might  be  that  of  multiplying  voices 
at  elections,  but  such  conveyances  only,  made  for  that 
purpose,  as  were  pretended  and  fictitious.  The  statute 
says,  all  conveyances  in  order  to  multiply  voices  are  de- 
clared to  be  void.  The  statute  names  the  conveyance 
only;  it  makes  no  reference  whatever  to  any  contract 
.for  sale  upon  which  a  real  conveyance  was  grounded, 
nor  professes  to  deal  in  any  manner  with  the  estate  or 

(a)  See  Lord  Somen*  Tracts,  toL  Tiii.  p.  275. 
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1846.        interest  in  the  land  which  was  affected  by  such  cod« 
tract  of  sale,  nor  provides  for  the  revesting  of  the  land 
which  passed  into  the  possession  of  the  purchaser  under 
the  contract  of  sale,  nor  for  the  repayment  of  the  pur« 
chase  money  to  the  purchaser;  all  which  provisioos 
might  reasonably  be  expected,  if  a  conveyance  upon  a 
real  bon&fide  conti*act  of  sale,  and  not  a  fictiticms  ccm- 
veyance  only,  was  intended  to  be  avoided  on  aoconnt  of 
the  motive  upon  which  it  was  entered  into.    And  this  is 
the  more  striking,  as  in  the  very  same  section  provi* 
sion  is  made  as  to  the  estate  of  trustees  and  mortgagee^ 
so  tliat  the  mind  of  the  legislature  must  have  been 
awakened  to  the  distinction  between  a  pretended  con- 
veyance which  conveyed  no  estate,  and  one  which  was 
the  completion  of  a  real  contract  between  the  seller  and 
the  purchaser.     According  to  the  distinction  laid  down 
by  Lord  Tkurlam  (a),  '<  if  the^  disponendi  remains  in 
any  other  person,  it  is  in  vain  that  the  parchment  conveys 
the  right  to  the  grantee,  for  the  real  use  of  the  estate 
remains  in  another/'     And  if  the  words  of  the  statute 
do  not  in  their  strict  and  necessary  construction  compel 
us  to  hold  a  conveyance  made  for  the  completion  of  a 
bondjlde  contract  of  sale  to  be  void  on  the  ground  that 
the  object  and  purpose  was  to  multiply  voices  at  an 
election,  there  is  no  general  principle  upon  which  these 
words  ought  to  be  extended.     The  object  of  increasing 
the  number  of  freeholders  at  a  county  election,  is  not 
an  object  in  itself  against  law,  or  morality,  or  sound 
policy.     There  is  nothing  injurious  to  the  community 
in  one  man  selling  and  another  buying  land  for  the 
direct  purpose  of  giving  or  acquiring  such  qualification. 
The  object  to  be  effected  is  neither  mabim  in  se  nor  ma^ 

(a)  3  Ltid,37l. 
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Ami  prohibitum;  on  the  contrary,  the  increasing  the 
nnmber  of  persons  enjoying  the  elective  franchise  has 
been  bdd  by  many  to  be  beneficial  to  the  constitutionf 
and  certainly  appears  to  have  been  the  leading  object  of 
the  I^slature  in  passing  the  late  act  **  for  amending 
the  representation  of  the  people  of  England  and  fValesJ* 
What  ground,  therefore,  can  exist  for  extending  to  a 
real  and  honest  proceeding,  the  words  of  the  statute, 
which  may  be  fully  satisfied  by  giving  them  the  force 
of  avoiding  a  fictitious  conveyance  only  ?  It  b  further  to 
be  observed,  that  the  holding  the  statute  of  William  to 
extend  to  a  conveyance  made  upon  a  real  sale,  would 
be  productive  of  much  inconvenience  and  injury  to  all 
daiming  under  the  purchaser.  The  supposed  object 
and  purpose  which  the  sale  intended  was  to  effect  cannot 
be  discovered  upon  the  face  of  the  conveyance,  but  is 
altogether  concealed  in  the  breasts  of  the  parties  them- 
selves ;  so  that  by  the  larger  construction  of  the  statute 
contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  at  any 
future  time,  and  between  other  parties  than  those  to 
the  original  conveyance,  this  secret  motive,  if  brought 
to  light  by  accident  or  otherwise,  might  destroy  the 
title  to  the  estate  in  whosesoever  hands  it  might  be. 
The  same  rule  of  law  must  apply,  whether  the  pur- 
chasers are  many  or  few;  perhaps  even  a  conveyance 
of  part  of  the  seller's  land  to  one  single  person,  with  the 
object  above  mentioned,  must  be  held  to  be  void ;  so 
that,  upon  such  a  construction  of  the  act,  a  man  of 
large  landed  estate  could  not  sell  any  part  of  it  bond 
fide  for  a  full  consideration  in  money  to  two  difierent 
purchasers,  or  perhaps  to  one  only,  if  the  object  of 
such  sale  was  to  give  the  purchaser  a  vote  for  the 
county ;  for  the  creation  of  two  additional  voters,  per- 
haps of  one  only,  would  be  equally  within  the  principle. 
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1846'.        though  not  in  an  equal  degree,  a  multiplidiiion  of 
~  voices  at  an  election,  and  a  splitting  and  dividing  the 

V*  interest  in  bouses  and  lands  amongst  several  persons. 

The  holding,  therefore,  the  literal  construction  of  the 
words  of  the  statute  of  JViUiam  to  make  such  bond  fide 
conveyances  absolutely  v^id,  would  very  much  fetter  the 
full  and  free  enjoyment  of  landed  property,  and  create 
insecurity  in  titles  to  estates.  Upon  these  various 
grounds,  and  for  these  considerations,  we  think  the 
sounder  construction  of  the  statute  of  WiUiam^  taken 
by  itself,  is,  that  by  the  conveyances  made  in  order  to 
multiply  voices  which  are  thereby  declared  to  be  void, 
are  intended  such  conveyances  only.  as.  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  the  act  would  have  been  lield  to  be  void 
by  the  common  law,  that  is,  conveyances  meant  not  to 
transfer  any  real  interest  in  the  land,  but  made  for  the 
purpose  of  multiplying  voices  at  elections,  and  for  that 
purpose  only.  And  as  to  the  observation  made  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  that  if  already  void  by  oommon 
law  there  was  no  necessity  for  avoiding  them  by  the 
statute,  it  may  be  a  sufficient  answer  that  it  was  thought  ^  ^ 
useful,  when  such  baneful  practices  as  those  described  ^^ 
by  Lord  SomerSf  in  the  passage  before  cited,  were  in  ^^ 

daily  practice,  to  promulgate  this  doctrine  of  the  com-  ^" 

mon  law  to  sheriffs  and  other  officers  upon  whom  the  ^ 

duty  of  conducting  an  election  was  cast,  and  to  give 
it  the  additional  weight  and  solemnity  of  a  legislative 
declaration. 

If,  however,  any  doubt  exists  on  the  construction 
of  the  statute  of  HllL  3.,  when  considered  by  itself^ 
such  doubt  will  be  removed  when  the  subsequent 
statutes  made  upon  the  same  subject,  and  to  effectuate 
more  fully  the  same  object,  are  taken  into  consider- 
ation.   The  next  statute  in  order  of  time  is  that. of 
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the  10  Ann.  c.  23.     Thai  statute,  it  is  to  be  obscrve<l,        1846. 
is  not  so  wide  in  its  operation  as  the  statute  of  tVH"  ~  "* 

Uam^   for  wliilst   the    earlier    statute,    by   its  general  ^* 

terms,  extends  to  all  elections  where  the  right  of  vot- 
ing depended   upon   the  ownership  of  land   whether 
in  counties  or  boroughs,  the  statute  of  Antie  is  con- 
fined  exclusively  to   the   multiplying  of  votes  in  the 
elections  of  knights  of  the  shire*   This  statute  is  intituled 
'^  An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  preventing  fraudulent 
conveyances  in  order  to  multiply  votes  for  electing 
knights  of  the  shire  to  serve  in  parliament,"  the  very 
title  of  the  act  leading  to  the  inference  that  it  is  directed 
not  against  all  conveyances  for  that  purpose,  but  against 
fraudulent  conveyances  only.     The  act  then  begins  by 
reciting  in  terms  the  seventh  section  of  7  &  8  W.  S., 
upon  which  this  question  arises,  and  it  then  further  re- 
ntes that  many  fraudulent  practices  have  been  used  of 
late  to  create  and  multiply  votes  to  the  great  injury, 
amongst  others,  of  those  persons  who  have  just  right 
to  elect.     The  recital,  therefore,  as  well  as  the  title,' 
equally  points  out  the  distinction  between  the  creation 
of  votes  by  fraudulent  and  fictitious  means,  and  the 
making  of  real  votes,  the  latter  of  which  could  never  be 
considered  to  fiiU  within  the  language  of  the  recital  -^ 
Xo  be  **  an  injury  to  those  persons  who  have  just  right 
Co  elect." 

The  first  section  goes  on  to  enact,  ^^  that  all  estates 
^und  conveyances  whatsoever  made,  to  any  person  or 
^[lersons,  in  any  fraudulent  or  collusive  manner,  on  pur- 
pose to  qualify  him  or  them  to  give  bis  or  their  vote  or 
^otes  at  such  elections  of  knights  of  the  shire^  (subject 
nevertheless  to  conditions  or  agreements  to  defeat  or 
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1 846*        determine  such  estate,  or  to  reconvey  the  same,)  shall  be 
""  deemed  and  taken  ainiinst  those  persons  who  executed 

▼•  the  same,  as  free  and  absolute,  and  be  holden  and  en- 

joyed by  all  and  every  such  person  or  persons,  to  whom 
such  conveyance  shall  be  made  as  aforesaid,  freely  aod 
absolutely  acquitted,  exonerated,  and  dischai^ged  of  aad 
from  all  manner  of  trusts,  conditions,  clause  of  re- 
entry, &&,  or  other  defeasances  whatsoever.**  And  the 
act  then  goes  on  to  enact,  that  all  securities  given 
for  the  performance  of  such  trusts  shall  be  void,  and  it 
imposes  a  penalty  of  40^  on  every  person  executing 
such  conveyances,  or  voting  under  them.  And  we  con- 
sider this  latter  statute  to  be  a  legislative  expodtion  of 
the  clause  of  the  statute  of  William  therein  set  forth, 
that  the  avoiding  of  conveyances,  made  in  order  to 
multiply  voices  at  elections,  was  meant  by  the  origiml 
statute  to  be  confined  to  such  conveyances  only  as  were 
fraudulent  and  collusive,  to  conveyances  which  are  sodi 
in  form  only,  but  never  intended  to  pass  the  property, 
'  or  to  such  as  were  accompanied  by  some  secret  trust  or 
reservation  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantors,  and  ooC  to 
extend  to  a  bondjide  conveyance  made  in  completioB 
of  an  actual  contract  of  sale  and  purchase  of  lands  For 
the  statute  of  Anne  is  expressly  limited  to  fraodnleot 
conveyances,  and  it  cannot  be  intended  that  the  statute 
of  Afine,  passed  to  render  the  former  statute  of  fFilHi* 
more  efficacious,  should  be,  as  to  county  elections) 
less  comprehensive  in  its  provisions  than  the  torwff 
statute,  or  that  the  former  should  comprise  within  it 
the  avoidance  of  a  bond  fide  conveyance,  when  the 
latter  is  restricted  to  fraudulent  conveyances  only* 
The  statute  of  Anne^  it  is  to  be  observed,  meets  the 
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evil  inteDded  to  be  put  down,  by  a  very  different  pro-  1846. 
vision  from  that  contained  in  the  statute  of  William^  for  At„^„D»» 
whereas  the  statute  of  William  is  contented  with  simply  ^.J^ 
declaring  the  fraudulent  conveyance  voidi  thus  leaving 
the  grantor  and  grantee  as  if  the  conveyance  had  never 
been  made,  the  statute  of  Anne^  on  the  contrary,  pro- 
vides, that  the  fraudulent  conveyance  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  a  qualification,  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  against  those  persons  who  executed  the  same,  as 
free  and  absolute,  discharged  from  any  manner  of  trust 
or  condition  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantor ;  and,  at  the 
same  time,  it  prohibits  the  grantee  from  voting  under 
colour  of  the  grant,  by  making  him  liable  to  a  penalty 
of  40/!.  to  the  common  informer,  the  legislature  probably 
diinking  that  the  practice  of  granting  fraudulent  and 
collusive  freeholds  would  be  more  effectually  checked, 
by  making  them  good  against  the  grantor,  and  by 
frustrating  the  objeqt  of  the  grant  But  this  provision 
never  could,  in  reason  or  sense,  be  meant  to  apply  to  a 
conveyance  on  a  real  sale  of  the  land,  where  the  seller 
has  already  received  the  purchase  money,  and  has  a1- 
wqrs  intended  the  grant  to  be  good  against  himself. 
And,  further,  the  oath  directed  by  the  statute  of  Anne 
appears  quite  conclusive  as  to  the  distinction  between 
fraudulent  and  real  conveyances  made  for  the  purpose 
of  creating  a  vote,  namely,  ^^  You  shall  swear  such  free- 
bold  estate  hath  not  been  made  or  granted  to  you 
frauduUfUlyj  on  purpose  to  qualify  you  to  give  your  vote." 
The  next  statute  which  touches  this  question  is  the 
18  G.  2.  c.  18.  5.  5.,  and  the  enactment  contained  therein 
confirms  the  distinction  to  which  we  have  often  recurred. 
That  statute  enacts,  that   ^<no  person   shall  vote  in 
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1 846.        respect  or  in  right  of  any  freehold  estate,  which  was 
made  or  granted  to  him  fraudulently,  on  purpose  to 
qualify  him  to  give  his  vote,"  thereby,  as  in  the  statute 
of  Anney  prohibiting  the  voting,  not  in  every  case  where 
the  estate  is  conveyed  to  him  for  the  object  of  enablii^ 
him  to  vote,  but  in  such  cases  only  where  it  is  fraudu* 
lently  made  to  him  for  that  purpose,  that  is,  where  the 
grantee  of  the  estate,  although  he  appears  on  the  fiioe  of 
the  conveyance  to  take  under  it,  does,  in  reality,  as  be- 
tween  the  parties  themselves,  take  nothing,  or  if  it  is 
accompanied  with  a  secret  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
grantor.     In  the  course  of  one  of  the  arguments  befinpe 
us,  some  stress  was  laid  by  the  counsel  contending  for 
the  illegality  of  the  vote»  upon  the  statute  53  G.  8.  c  49. 
That  statute  was  passed  to  explain  and  amend  the  statole 
of  William  the  Third,  and  after  reciting  that  **  doubts  had 
been  entertained  whether  devises  by  will,  made  in  such 
cases  and  for  such  purposes  as  those  mentioned  by  the 
former  statute,  were  within  the  true  intent  and  meaoiog 
of  that  act,'*  the  statute  enacts  *^  that  all  devises  madebjr 
will,  made  in  such  cases  and  for  such  purposes  as  bj 
the  act  of  William  are  described,  are  and  shall  be  takes 
to  be  conveyances  within  the  true  intent  and  meaniog 

• 

of  the  act,  as  if  the  same  had  been  therein  specially 
^mentioned/'  And  the  argument  was,  that  it  was  singalar 
that  the  53  G.  3.  should  refer  to  the  statute  of  WiBim 
and  not  to  the  statute  of  Annej  unless  the  statute  of 
William  was  in  full  operation,  independently  of  the  statute 
of  Anne.  But  to  this  it  may  be  answered,  that  the  re- 
ference may  well  have  been  made  to  the  statute  of 
William^  because  the  intention  of  the  legislature  wasi 
that  the  devise  which  gave  a  fraudulent  qualificatioo 
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should  be  altogether  void,  whereas,  if  reference  had        18i(>. 
been  made  to  the  statute  of  Anne^  the  devise  would  be     AuzANDBa 
good  against  the  heirs  of  the  devisor.     The  whole  ob-      jt^sJ^x. 
ject  of  the  statute  is,  in  fact,  to  write  the  word  ^^  devises  " 
into  the  statute  of  William^  leaving  devises  to  be  dealt 
with  in  the  same  manner  and  by  the  same  rule  of  law 
as  applied  to  conveyances.    If  the  devise  was  fraudulent, 
if  it  was  never  intended  to  pass  the  land  by  means  of  a 
secret  compact  with  the  devisor  in  his  lifetime,  that  the 
devisee  would  not  take,  or  that  he  would  reconvey,  then 
the  statute  of  Geo.  3.  would  bring  the  devisee  exactly 
into  the  same  predicament  as  a  fraudulent  conveyance 
under  the  statute  of  William.     But,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  the  will  even  openly  expressed  that  a  father  devised 
to  his  son  an  estate  of  40^.  a  yeai)  intending  merely  to 
<jnalify  him  to  vote  for  the  county,  yet  if  the  son  entered 
into  possession,  and  held  the  land  without  any  secret 
vmderstanding  or  reservation  on  his  part,  the  devise 
^would  then  be  in  the  same  predicament  as  a  conveyance 
Sot  the  same  purpose,   and  would  be  good.     There- 
fore,  upon  the  whole  state  of  the  c&se,  considering  the 
statute  of  William  by  itself,  and  with  reference  also  to 
the  latter  acts,  we  think  a  conveyance  made  in  com* 
pletion  of  a  bon&  fide  contract  of  sale,  where  the  money 
passes  from  the  buyer  to  the  seller,  and  the  possession 
also  from  the  seller  to  the  buyer,  and  where  there  is  no 
secret  reservation  or  trust  whatever  on  the  part  of  the 
seller,  is  not  avoided  by  reason  of  the  object  or  motive 
of  the  purchaser  and  seller  being  that  of  multiplying  . 
voices  at  an  election ;  and  as  the  revising  barrister  has, 
by  bis  finding,  brought  the  present  case  within  that  de- 
scription, we  think  his  decision,  by  which  he  retained  th^ 
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name  of  these  purchasers  on  the  list  of  voters,  was  right, 

and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed,  {a) 

(a)  The  followiog  appeals  were  alsd  decided  on  the  tame  day :  — 
RiLET,  Appellant,  and  Cbomlet,  RetpoDdent. 

Tau  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Thomat  Hontulk 
MarshaU,  Esq.,  one  of  the  barristers  appointed  to  revise  the  list  of  vecsn 
for  the  southern  division  of  the  county  of  Lancasttr.  The  barrister  bad 
disallowed  the  claims  of  jfmoa  Blackburn  and  twenty-six  other  parties 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the  following  case : 

By  indenture,  dated  the  22d  day  of  Januuiy^  1845,  and  made  befwea 
one  John  Webster  of  the  first  part,  James  Dawson  and  Sarah  his  wife  d 
the  second  part,  and  J(^n  Riley  and  John  Crossley  (two  of  the  daimsols 
in  the  list  above  referred  to)  of  the  third  part,  in  oonsideration  of  916L  lU 
(700L  of  which  was  stated  to  be  paid  bj  Biltiy  and  Crosdey  to  JTsfater,  is 
satisfaction  of  a  mortgage  for  a  term  of  years  which  he  held  on  the  hcft* 
ditaments  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  the  i«maining  216L  14il  was  staled 
to  be  paid  by  Riley  and  Crossley  to  Dawson^  the  reversioiiar  in  fei^) 
fourteen  cottages  situate  at  Butcher  Hill  in  the  said  division  with  tfadr 
appurtenances,  were  surrendered,  released,  and  conveyed,  unto  and  to  tte 
use  of  RSky  and  Crossley  and  their  heirs  for  ever.     This  deed  cquaJnid 
the  usual  covenants  and  was  duly  executed.     By  indentutf*  of  the  tsm 
date  with  the  last  deed,  but  subsequently  executed,  and  made  between  the 
said  John  Riley  and  John  Crosdey  of  the  first  part,  and  the  several  penoDS 
whose  names  were  respectively  contained  in  the  achedule  tt  the  fcoa  ef 
this  deed  (and  being  the  said  BUeyt  and  Croii^^  Amos  Blackburn^  vak 
all  the  other  claimants  named  at  the  foot  of  this  case)  of  the  second  part* 
after  reciting  the  former  indenture,  and  that  the  purchase  money  or  waat^ 
of  9162.  14t.  mentioned  in  that  deecf  was  the  proper  monies  of  and  e^iall^ 
contributed  amongst  RHey  and  Crosdey  and  the  several  other 
thereto  of  the  second  part,  Riley  and  Crossley  declared  and 
with  the  other  parties  of  the  second  part,  that  they  wonld  atrad  seised 
and  interested  in  the  said  cottages  and  hereditaments  comprised  in 
first  deed,  in  trust  for  themselves  and  such  other  parties  of  tiie 
part  respectively,  as  tenants  in  fee  in  common.      Tliis  deed  contains 
power  for  Riky  and  Orosdey  and  the  survivor  or  other  trustee  for  the  tli 
being,  at  any  time  during  the  lives  of  any  of  the  parties  to  the  second 
and  within  twcnty-one  years  from  the  death  of  the  survivor,  with 
written  consent  of  the  major  part  in  value  of  the  persons  for  llie  time 
equitably  interested  under  the  trusts  therein  declared,  and  l^gaiiist  Hie  wii 
of.the  minority,  to.lease  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  for  any 
of  years,  or  to  sell  or  exchange  or  make  pardtion  of  the  same,  and  to 
purdiase  any  other  freehold  hereditaments  within  tlie  United  Kiogdoi 
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to.bt  held  under  the  like  tnisti  &&     This  deed  alio  oontains  the  ufiial 
tnuteet*  receipt  and  indemnitj  clauaee. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  a  Mr.  John  VeeverSf  in  the  beginning  of 
Jattuaty,  1 845,  applied  to  Dawton  to  purchase  the  cottages  in  question, 
which  the  latter  had  been  offering  finr  sale  for  some  time  preriously,  he 
being  desirous  of  paying  off  Ifiebtier's  mortgage.  No  contract  in  writing 
was  entered  into  between  Daumm  and  Feevers,  the  object  of  the  latter  in 
entering  into  the  contract  being,  not  to  purchase  for  himself,  but  for  a 
Bumber  of  other  parties,  to  procure  them  qualifications  to  Tote  for  mem- 
bers of  parliament  for  Souih  LaneeMn ;  Vieeven  being  a  member  of  a 
oertain  political  association,  and  actively  engaged  in  procuring  qualifica- 
taona  to  vole  for  such  persons  as  were  believed  to  fiivour  the  objects  of 
such  association. 

The  first  deed  was  executed  by  Dawmm  on  the  day  it  bears  date,  when 
the  whole  of  the  purchase  money  was  paid  by  BiUy,  who  had  previously* 
leceived  the  respective  shares  thereof  from  all  the  other  parties  of  the' 
aeoood  part  of  the  deed. 

It  Appeared  that  Dtmmm  had  never  seen  either  RUe^  'or  Cronk^f  in 
rafcrsBce  to  the  purchase,  before  the  day  when  he  executed  the  convey* 
mioe^  nor  did  he  even  then  know  who  were  the  other  parties  on  whose 
Mialf  the  purchase  was  then  made.  All  the  claimants  have  been  in  the 
reeeipt  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  rents  of  the  cottages,  which  are  of 
auficient  qualifying  value  to  each. 

The  revising  barrister  was  of  opinion,  that  the  oliject  of  RUey  and' 
Cr^mky,  and  of  all  the  other  claimanu  who  were  parties  to  the  second 
deed,  in  purchasing  the  above  cottages,  was  to  procure  for  each  of  them- 
sdves  a  qualification  to  vote  for  South  Lancashire^  and  he  also  thought 
that  Dawtom,  before  he  executed  the  conveyance  to  Riley  and  Croutey^ 
knew  that  the  object  of  Veeven  in  contracting  to  purchase,  and  of  BUey 
and  Owdey  in  obtaining  such  conveyance,  was  to  procure  such  votes«- 
He  believed,  however,  that  the  sale  on  Dawton't  part  was  bonAjUkf  hi^ 
olject  in  selling  being  ^not  for  the  purpose  of  conferring  such  votes  on  the 
purchasers,  but  to  dispose  of  his  property  to  the  best  advantage.  It  did 
not  appear  that  IPSsMrr,  the  mortgagee,  was  privy  to  the  object  of  obtaining 
votes  by  the  transaction. 

On  the  above  facts,  the  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  conveyance 
from  Webder  and  Dawson  to  RUey  and  Crotdesf  was  a  conveyance  in 
Cider  to  multiply  voices  and  to  split  and  divide  the  interest  in  houses 
amongst  several  persons  to  enable  them  to  vote  for  members  of  parliament, 
sad  that  it  was  void  for  such  purposes  iwder  7  &  8  IF.  S.  c.  ^S, 
The  case  was  argued  (in  IHchaelmat  term,  November  17th)  by 

Cdekbum  (with  whom  was  Kinglake  Serjt)  for  the  appellant,  and 
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Bifla  Seijt.  for  the  respondent,  referring  to  Winchcombe  v.  Bishop  of 
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Wmche7ter(a) ;  Edwards  y.  Dick(b) ;  The  Hortkam  Case  (c) ;  Hkywoofi 
County  Electioru(d);  and  Martkailn,  Bovm{e), 

Cur,  ad9,  vmiL 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  case  turns  upon  the  same  point  of  law  as  that  which  we  have  jut 
decided  on  the  appeal  from  the  North  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  in 
which  Alexander  is  the  appellant,  and  Newman  the  respondent.  The 
facts  differ  in  some  particulars,  but  they  do  in  substance  bring  this  csk 
within  the  same  principle  as  that  which  we  there  laid  down,  namely,  liktt 
a  conveyance  made  to  carry  into  effect  a  real  bond  fide  contract  of  ttk, 
where  the  purchase-money  is  paid,  and  the  possession  taken,  without  aoj 
secret  reservation  or  trust  whatever  for  the  benefit  of  the  seller,  is  not 
such  a  conveyance  as  is  intended  to  be  made  void  by  the  statute  of  IT.  Sb, 
or  the  subsequent  acts,  notwithstanding  it  has  been  made  in  order  or  tat 
the  purpose  of  multiplying  voices  at  an  election,  or  of  splitting  freehoUi; 
but  that  the  statute  intended  to  avoid  such  conveyances  only  made  for  tint 
object  and  purpose  as  were  in  themselves  fraudulent  and  collusive ;  and 
as  in  this  case  the  revising  barrister  has  found  no  fraud  in  fiu:t,  but  fav 
held  the  conveyance  to  be  in  other  respects  good,  and  only  v<Hd  becasK 
it  was  made  in  order  to  multiply  voices  at  elections,  and  has  thercAn 
struck  out  the  names  of  the  twenty-five  claimants  mentioned  in  the 
from  the  list  of  voters,  we  think  his  decision  was  wrong,  and  that  the 
must  be  reversed,  and  the  claimants  restored  to  the  list. 

Decision  revcmi 


Bbswick,  Appellant,  and  Asbwobtb,  RespondenL 
fiBBwiGK,  Appellant,  and  Aked,  Respondent. 

The  material  facts  stated  in  these  appeals  were  similar  to  those  of  JU9 
V.  Crostley,    The  same  counsel,  also,  appeared  on  each  side. 

Cttr,  adv.  safe. 

Three  other  appeals  on  the  same  point,  which  will  be  found  noiicdi 
infra,  having  been  argued  in  the  meantime, 

TiMDAL  C.  J.  now  said  —  As  to  the  five  remaining  decisions  of  ths 
revising  barristers,  which  stood  over  to  wait  the  determination  of  the  case 
wherein  Alexander  is  appellant  and  Newman  respondent,  in  moat  of 
which  it  was  stated  by  the  learned  counsel  engaged  in  them,  that  they 
were  not  distinguishable  in  any  point  therefrom,  it  will  be  unneoenary  to 
say  more  than  that  we  think  that  the  case  wherein  Benrick  is  appeUant 
and  Atkworlh  respondent  has  been  properly  decided,  and  that  the 

(a)  Hob,  165.  <6)  ^  B,  f  Aid,  213. 

(c)  2  Fraser,  3.  (d)  P.  153.  155. 

(e)  Anib,  p.  278. 
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^  the  respondent  and  the  fourteen  other  claimants  therein  mentioned 
ibould  remain  on  the  list,  and  we  affirm  the  decision  accordingly. 

In  the  case  wherein  Betwick  is  appellant  and  Aktd  respondent,  we 
think  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister,  by  which  the  name  of  the  re- 
spondent and  thirty-one  other  claimants  are  retained  on  the  list,  is  a  right 
^Msion,  and  we  affirm  the  same. 

Decisions  affirmed. 


1846. 
ALxiAvnia 

V. 
NlWMAIC 


Thobkilst^  Appellantj  and  Aipland^  Retpondenu 

This  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  WilHam  Yardley, 
Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  North  CftesAiw,  in  which  the  barrister  had 
allowed  the  cUums  of  Robert  Brooke  Atpkmdt  and  eight  other  parties, 
under  the  following  circumstances :  — 

Upon  the  parties  appearing  to  support  their  claim  to  have  theur  names 
Tilained  in  the  list,  a  deed  of  appointment  and  release  was  producedt 
dated  1st  of  January,  1842,  made  between  the  Rev.  Robert  Brooke  Aap' 
immd  (one  of  the  said  claimants)  of  the  first  part,  John  Hibbert  (another  of 
Ihe  said  claimants)  of  the  second  part,  and  the  seven  other  claimants,  and 
another  party  of  the  third  part,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  said 
Sobert  Brooke  jbpkmd  was  seised  of  certain  freehold  premises,  being  the 
aame  in  respect  of  which  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the  first,  second,  and 
third  parts  respectively  claimed  to  be  upon  the  list  of  voters),  and  reciting 
that  the  said  parties  of  the  second  and  third  parts  had  contracted  with  the 
nid  Robert  Brooke  Jtpland  for  the  purchase  fhrni  him  of  nine  tenth  parts 
of  the  said  premises  at  a  sum  of  ISOL,  and  that  he  had  agreed  to  convey 
the  whole  of  the  said  premises  to  the  said  John  Hubert,  and  his  heirs,  in 
trust  for  all  the  said  parties  thereto,  as  well  of  the  first  as  of  the  second 
and  third  pans,  subject  to  a  certain  mortgage  thereon ;  it  was  witnessed 
by  the  present  indenture,  that  in  consideration  of  the  said  sum  of  18021  to 
the  said  Robert  Brooke  AtpUmd  paid  in  equal  shares  and  proportions  by 
the  parties  thereto  of  the  second  and  third  parts,  he,  the  said  Robert 
Brooke  Aepland,  did  thereby  direct  and  appoint,  and  also  grant,  bargain, 
and  release,  unto  the  said  John  Hibbert  and  his  heirs,  all  the  said  heredi- 
taments and  premises,  to  have  and  to  bold  the  same  unto  the  said  John 
ffibbert  and  his  heirs,  to  the  use  following,  that  was  to  say,  as  to  one 
tenth  part  of  and  in  the  said  premises  thereby  appointed  and  released,  the 
whole  into  ten  equal  parts  or  shares  being  considered  as  divided,  to  the 
use  of  the  said  John  Hibbert  and  his  heirs,  and  as  to  the  other  nine  parts 
or  shares  thereof  respectively,  to  the  use  of  the  said  parties  thereto  of  the 
first  and  third  parts  respectively,  and  their  respective  heirs  and  assigns, 
share  and  share  alike,  as  tenants  in  common. 

The  hereditaments  and  premises  so  conveyed  were  of  the  annual  value 
of  22/.  after  satisfying  the  interest  on  the  said  mortgage.     The  psyment 
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of  the  money  stated  in  the  deed  as  the  considenitian  for  th«  Mid  am^f* 
anoe,  was  found  to  have  been  made  at  the  tiine  of  the  date  and  ezccotioA 
thereof,  and  was  an  adequate  consideration  for  the  nine  tenth  parts  of 
the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  so  conveyed  by  the  said  Bakai 
Brooke  Aapland  as  aforesaid. 

It  was  objected  that,  from  the  facts  which  were  appneni  oo  the  free  of 
the  deed,  the  transaction  came  within  the  7  &  8  IT,  3.  c  S5.  «.  7. ;  the 
ol)ject  being  evidently  for  the  multiplying  of  votes,  an  object  to  which 
the  vendor  himself  must  have  been  privy. 

The  dedaion  of  the  revising  barrister  upon  the  whole  case  was,  thrt 
the  names  of  the  claimants  should  be  retained  on  the  said  list»  and  bis  de* 
cision  on  the  point  of  law  in  question  wai»  that  the  said  ooovcyaiice  mi 
not  void  under  the  provisioos  of  the  above  mentioned  statute. 

When  the  case  was  called  on  («/2iiiiM«3f  15th)^  Webbjf  (with  whom  «■ 
Channell  Seijt.),  for  the  appellant,  offered  no  argument. 

Coekbum  (with  whom  was  Kingkike  Scgt.),  for  the  respoiidcml»  dM 
Marihattw.  A>wn(ay 

Cmr,  aAhwum 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  waa  now  delivered  by 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  We  think  that  in  the  case  wherein  Tkormky  is  appel- 
lant and  Atpkmd  respondent,  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister^  tfnt 
the  names  of  the  nine  claimants  should  be  retained  in  the  list  of  voten,  was 
right,  and  we  affirm  the  same. 

Decision  affinncd. 


AbonAfde 
conveyance  by 
a  father  to  his 
two  sons,  in 
consideration  of 
natural  love 
and  affection, 
though  made 
principally  for 
the  purpose  of 
entitling  them 
to  be  registered 
as  voters,  is  not 
void,  as  being 
>  within  the 
operation  of 
sut  7  &  8 
miL  3.  c.  25. 
1.7. 


NflWTON,  Appellant,  and  HAB«BBAVBi^  Reqiondent 

Thu  waa  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  same  renaD( 
barrister  as  in  the  last  case. 

Roberi  HaiUead  Hargreavett  the  £uher  of  the  two  claimants,  being 
seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage  and  farm  at  Mobberley,  in  the  coonty  of 
C/tetter^  and  also  of  ceruin  hereditamenU  in  the  southern  division  of  ^ 
county  of  Lancaster,  in  the  month  of  December,  1844,  proposed  to  t*"* 
two  claimants  to  execute  a  deed  of  gift  in  their  favour  of  sufficient 
hold  property  in  both  those  counties  to  enable  them  to  be  regiatered 
voters  for  the  said  counties,  and  a  deed  accordingly  was  executed  oo 
30th  January,  1845,  by  which  the  said  Roberi  HalMead  Hargreanet,  ini 
sideration  of  natural  love  and  affection,  conveyed  to  the  two  claims  ^'^ 
and  tlieir  assigns^  for  the  life  of  the  said  grantor,  two  closes  of  land, 
of  HolC%  farm  in  MobbeHey  aforesaid,  and  a  like  estate  in  the  said  h^ ' 
ditaments  and  premises  ii>  South  Laneoihire,    The  deed  waa  prepared     ^^ 

(a)  Anti,  p.  278. 
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the  solicitor  of  the  nud  Robert  HakUad  Htirgrtmfetf  the  grantor,  mod 
was  received  by  one  of  the  clsinumts  from  such  solicitor  s  few  dajs  bc« 
fyn  k  was  produced  st  the  Court  sforsisid.  Before  the  ezecutioo  of  the 
ssid  cooveyance,  the  said  claimants  had,  bj  the  permifsion  of  the  said 
grantor,  depastured  their  horses  on  the  said  closes  in  Mobberle^,  and  had 
continued  to  do  so  subssquent  to  the  dale  of  the  said  deed,  and  the 
grantor  had  also  continued  to  depasture  his  cattle  thereon  since  the  date 
of  the  said  conveyance^  and  had  never  paid  or  agreed  to  pay  rent  to  his 
SODS  for  the  said  closes.  The  yearly  value  of  the  said  closes  in  Mobberkif 
aforesaid  was  SSL  Tha  said  conveyance  was  made  by  the  grantor  to  the 
two  claimants,  jwrnayia^^^^  tke  piurpotM  <f  mUUlmg  them  io  be  regUtered 
m  vUeii  a$  afifreeedd,  but  viik  a  mew  tdto  ofmakmg  a  pre¥monfir  them. 

It  was  objected  that  this  transaction  was  firanduleot,  being  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  creating  votes,  and  that  the  conveyance  came  within  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Stat.  7  &  8  IT.  3.  c.  35.  sect.  7.  and  was  void. 

The  dedsion  of  the  rerising  barrister  upon  the  whole  case  was,  that  the 
namaa  of  the  said  daimants  should  be  retained  upon  the  register,  and  his 
decision  upon  tha  points  in  question  was,  first,  that  the  said  deed  was  not 
void  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  secondly,  that  it  was  not  void  under 
the  statute  7  &  8  W.3,  c.  85.  s.  7. 

The  case  was  called  on  upon  a  former  day  in  this  term  {Janyary  19lh)^ 
when  CoeMmm  (with  whom  was  KwgjUJte  Seijt)  appeared  for  the  appel- 
lant, and  Granger  for  the  respondent. 

Cur,  ada,  nUt» 
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TiMOAL  C  J.  In  the  case  wherein  Newion  is  appellant  and  Hargreavet 
respondent,  we  think  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister,  that  the  two 
namea  mentioned  in  the  case  should  be  retained  on  the  register,  is  a  right 
dedsion,  and  we  affirm  the  same.  This  case  is  so  far  distinguishable 
from  all  the  former,  that  in  this  the  transaction  is  not  that  of  purchase 
and  sale^  nor  is  the  considerstion  that  of  money.  But  this  is  a  convey- 
ance by  a  father  to  bis  two  sons,  in  consideration  of  natural  love  and  af- 
fection ;  but  inasmuch  as  the  law  acknowledges  the  consideration  of 
■atutal  love  and  affection  in  the  case  of  father  and  son  to  be  as  good  a 
consideration  to  raise  a  use  as  a  pecuniary  consideration  from  strangers, 
and  as  there  is  no  fraud  in  fact  found  by  the  barrister,  and  we  are  not 
to  infer  it  from  any  drcumstances  suted  in  the  case,  all  we  have  I o  do  is, 
to  consider  tlie  question  reserved  for  us,  vis.  whether  the  conveyance  is 
void  by  reason  of  the  statute,  and  upon  tliis  point  we  come  to  the  same 
dediion  as  before. 

Decision  affirmed. 


Rawlins,  Appelknt,  and  Bremner,  Respondent. 

This  was  also  a  consolidated  appeal,  in  wliidi  Thomas  Uonicoitle  MunJiaU, 
Esq.,  one  of  the  revising  barristers  for  South  Lancasfiirct  had  disallowed 
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the  claim  oT  James  Peck  and  four  other  persons,  who  claimed  to  TOle  for  ttm 
southern  division  of  Lanaukire^  in  respect  of  their  several  one*  6 Ah  shares 
of  a  house  situate  in  Rupert  Place,  Blake  Street^  in  the  township  of  Lker^ 
pool,  under  the  following  circumstances :  — 

The  claimants,  who  are  all  brothers,  being  desirous  of  obtaining  quali- 
fications to  vote  for  So%uh  LancaMhirt,  made  applications  in  the  month  of 
January  last  to  certain  parties  to  procure  for  them  freehold  premises  for 
this  purpose;  but  not  succeeding  in  obtaining  any  suitable  purchsie, 
their  father,  Wataon  Peck,  by  indenture  dated  the  1 8th  day  of  January 
last,  conveyed  the  said  house  in  Rupert  Street  (being  part  of  other  pm- 
perty  there  situate,  of  which  the  father  was  owner)  to  the  said  claimanti 
as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.     The  purdiase-money  was  stated  in  tiic 
deed  to  be  48^,  which  sum  was  paid  by  the  aooa  to  the  father,    thft 
house  produces  a  rent  of  i2L  per  annum,  which  the  claimants  have  bees 
in  the  receipt  of  since  the  conveyance  to  them. 

The  reTising  barrister  was  of  opinion,  from  the  evidence,  that  tbe 
iole  object  of  the  claimants  in  buying  the  said  house  was  to  ptocurt  kt 
themselves  votes  and  multiply  voices  for  members  of  parliament  for  die 
southern  division  of  Lancaakire,  and  for  that  purpose  to  divide  tbar 
interest  in  the  said  house  amongst  each  other ;  and  that  the  aole  ofyecf  of 
their  father  in  selling  them  such  house  was  to  enablft  them  to  do  so^  sod 
he  considered  such  conveyance  void  for  this  purpose  under  the  7  &  8  W,i» 
c  35. 

The  case  waa  argued  on  the  same  day  as  Newton  v.  Smyrenei,  by 
CromptoH  for  the  appellant,  and  Jmold  for  the  respondent. 

Cur.ada^mlt, 

TiNDAL  C  J.  now  said, — In  the  case  wherein  Raw&ns  tsappeUaotaai 
Bremner  respondent,  in  which  the  revising  barrister  held  the  oooveyMW 
made  under  circumstances  substantially  the  same  as  those  in  the  cm  tt 
Alexander  appellant  and  Newman  respondent,  to  be  void,  by  icMonsf  d* 
statute  of  W.  3.,  we  think  the  decision  is  wrong,  and  reverse  the  mm 
accordingly. 

Dedsioo  ffVOTii 
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The  following  cases  may  be  appropriately  inserted  in 
ihis  place :  — 

Newton,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of        F«*ru«3f  m. 

MoBBEBLEY,  Respondents. 

Newton,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of 

Crowley,  Respondents. 

THESE  were  appeals  from  the  decision  of  William  The  Court  will 
^        ^  not  dctnrmiiM 

YardUy^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for   North  wbecbcrtlM 

y^,     • .  circumitsDcct 

Chesntre.  attending  the 

In  the  former  case  the  revising  barrister  had  allowed  §^^*Ji^^ 
the  claim  of  John  WHsht  to  vote  in  respect  of  a  free-  ■•  ^^^^  ?* 

^  ■  gnuit  to  be 

hold  rent  charge  under  the  following  circumstances :        ▼<»^  ^v*^  ^ 

ground  of 

A  deed  was  produced,  dated  SOth  of  January^  1845,  fnuid;  thet 

being  a  matter 

made  between  James  H  right  (the  father  of  the  claimant)  of  fact  which 
of  the  one  part,  and  John  Wright^  the  claimant,  of  the  must  find  for 
other  part,  by  which,  after  reciting  that  the  said  Jamet 
fFrighi  was  seised  in  fee  of  a  certain  messuage,  &&,  in 
the  township  of  Mobberley^  he  (the  said  James  Wright\ 
in  consideration  of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which 
he  bore  towards   his  son  (the  said  John   Wright  the 
claimant),  granted  unto  the  claimant,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, a  yearly  rent  of  2/1  25.,  to  be  yearly  issuing  out 
of  the  said  messuage,  &c.,  payable  half  yearly  on  the 
SOth  of  June  and  SOth  of  December  in  each  year,  the 
first  payment  to  be  made  on  the  30ih  oi  June  then  next, 
with  powers  of  distress  in  case  the  said  rent  should  be 
in  arrear.    The  grantor  was  at  the  time  of  the  said 
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•1846.        grant,  and  still  is,  tenant  of  a  farm  belonging  to  the 

T  father  of  one  of  the  members  of  parliament  for  the  said 

^'  northern  division  of  the  said  county  of  Chesler.  and  a 

The  -^  ' 

Oveneera  of    few  days  before  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  deed, 

MOBBRRLBT. 

NxwTON       the  grantor  was  at  the  house  of  the  said  landlord,  with 
The  the  land  steward  of  the  latter,  when  instructions  were 

C«owi."t?     given  by  the  grantor  to  his  said  landlord's  attorney  to 
prepare  the  before-mentioned  deed,  which  he  did,  and 
delivered  it  to  the  said  land  steward,  who  attended  at 
the  grantor's  house  at  Mobberley  on  the  day  of  the  date 
of  the  said  deed,  and  got  it  executed  by  both  the  par- 
ties thereto,  and  attested  it*     The  said  deed  was  left  io 
the  possession  of  the  said  grantor,  and  the  claiiDant 
received  it  from  his  custody  to  produce  at  the  said 
registration  court.     The  first  half  year's  rent,  due  SOck 
of  June^  had  been  duly  paid  to  the  grantee.     The  oi^ 
of  the  said  grantor,  in  creating  the  said  rent-charge^ 
was  to  entitle  the  said  claimant  to  be  registered  as  a 
voter  for  the  said  northern  division  of  Cheshire^  and 
such  object  was  mentioned  by  the  said  grantor  at  the 
time  the  instructions  for  the  said  deed  were  given.    It 
did  not  appear  that  the  said  grantee  had,  previously  to 
or  since  the  execution  of  the  said  deed,  entered  into 
any  engagement  as  to  the  manner  in  which  be  shooU 
exercise  his  right  of  voting  whien  entitled  thereto.   It 
was  objected  that  under  the  above  circumstances  the 
said    transaction  was  void   on   the  ground  of  fraud; 
and  was  also  within  the  statute  7  &  8  fF.  3.  c.  25^  being 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  "  multiplying  voices,"  and  that 
the  said  deed  was  therefore  also  void. 

The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  upon  the  whole 
case  was,  that  the  name  of  the  said  John  Wrig^ 
should  be  retained  upon  the  said  list ;  and  his  decision 
upon  the  point  of  law  in  question  was  that  the  ssiA 
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transftction  was  not  void  on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  and 
that  the  said  deed  was  not  void  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  referred  to. 

In  the  latter  case,  the  revising  barrister  had  allowed 
the  claims  of  James  Pickup  and  another  party  to  vote 
in  respect  of  a  rent-charge  charged  upon  the  same  estate 
under  the  following  circumstances : 

A  deed  was  produced,  dated  28rd  of  January y  1845, 
made  between  John  Lord  of  the  one  part,  and  the  said 
two  claimants  of  the  other  part  reciting  that  the  said 
John  Lord  was  seised  in  fee  of  two  equal  undivided  fifth 
parts  of  and  in  certain  hereditaments,  therein  described, 
in  the  township  of  Crondey,  and  that  being  so  seised,  he, 
the  said  John  Lord^  had  agreed  to  grant  nnto  John 
Pickup  and  John  Pickup  Lord^  the  claimants,  a  yearly 
rent-charge  of  5/.,  to  be  issuing  out  of  the  said  two 
equal  undivided  fifth  parts  of  the  said  hereditaments; 
and  by  the  said  deed  it  was  witnessed  that,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  lOs.,  &c. 
•fay  James  Picktq>  and   James  Pickup   Lord  to  John 
IJord  paid,  the  said  John  Lord  did   grant  to  James 
Ptdaup  Lord^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  a  yearly  rent- 
charge  of  5/^;   to   be   issuing  out   of  the   said   two 
undivided  fifth  parts  of  the  said  hereditaments,  pay- 
able half  yearly,  the  first  payment  to  be   made  on 
the  1 2th  of  May  then  next,  with   power  of  distress 
to  recover  the  said    rent^harge  if  in  arrear.      This 
deed  was  proved  by  the  attesting  witness   thereto  to 
have  been  executed  by  John  Lord^  the  grantor,  who 
is  an  attorney,  on  the  day  of  the  date  thereof,  having 
been  prepared  in  his  office,  but  the  grantees  were  not 
present  at  the  time.     The  deed  was  kept  in  the  custody 
of  the  grantor,  together  with  other  deeds  belonging  to 
'the  said  James  Pickup  Lordf  one  of  the  claimants^  and 
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was  now  produced  therefrom.    The  only,  consideration 
expressed  in  the  deed  was  nominal,  and  there  was  no 
proof  of  any  other  consideration,  nor  that  the  grantees 
had  received  the  said  rent-charge  or  any  part  thereof..^ 
The  grantor  was  the  father  of  one  of  the  claimants, 
tlie  father-in-law  of  the  other.     The  property  out  oB 
which  the  rent-charge  was  granted  was  of  suflBcien 
value  to  entitle  the  said  grantees  to  vote.     The  obj 
of  the  said  parties  to  the  said  deed  was  thereby 
entitle  the  said  claimants  to  be  registered  as  voters  fon 
North  Cheshire.     It  was  objected  that  the  said  grant  ol 
the  said  rent  under  the  above  circumstances  was 
on  the  ground  of  fraud ;  and  that  it  was  a  transactii 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  "  multiplying  voices,''  and  withi 
the  provisions  of  the  seventh  section  of  7  &  S  fV. 
c.  25.,  and  therefore  also  void. 

The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  upon  tb 
whole  case  was,  that  the  names  of  the  said  claimant=^ 
should  be  retained  on  the  said  list;  and  his  decisio; 
upon  the  points  in  question  was,  that  under  the  cir 
cumstances  proved,  the  transaction  was  not  void  oi 
the  ground  of  fraud,  and  that  the  deed  was  not  mad^^ 
void  by  the  statute  7  &,  SfV.3.  c.25.  s.  7. 

The  appeals  was  called  on  in  their  turn  on  the  15t 
of  Januan/j   when   Cockbum  (with    whom   was   King" 
late  Serjt.)  appeared  for  the  appellant,  but  cffered  u 
argument. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondents. 

Cur.  adv.  vult 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 


Tin  DAL  C.J.      In  the  case  of  Newion^  appellaii 
and  the  Overseers  of  Mobberley^  respondents,  the  r 
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vising  barrister  appears  to  have  reserved  two  questions 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court ;  first,  whether  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  the  making  of  the  grant  of  the 
rent-charge  are  such  as  to  show  the  grant  to  be  void,  as 
founded  upon  fraud  in  fact ;  and,  secondly,  whether  it 
is  void  as  being  made  for  the  purpose  of  splitting 
freeholds  and  multiplying  voices  at  elections^  in  viola*- 
tion  of  the  stat  7  &  8  Will  S.  c.  25.  As  to  the  fint 
point  —  fraud  in  the  making  of  the  grant  itself  — -  we 
think  the  revising  barrister  must  in  all  cases  find  the 
fact  one  way  or  the  other  for  himself,  such  fraud  not 
bong  a  question  of  law  to  be  referred  to  the  Court* 
Indeed,  it  is  to  be  observed  in  this  particular  case^ 
that  he  has  expressly  stated  his  own  opinion  to  be, 
that  there  was  no  fraud  in  fact.  As  to  the.  second 
point,  we  think  the  case  falls  directly  within  the  rule 
laid  down  by  us  in  the  case  of  Alexander,  appellant, 
and  Newman^  respondent  (a),  and  consequently  hold 
the  grant  not  to  fall  within  the  statute. 

The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  is  therefore 
affirmed  in  this  case,  and  also  in  the  following  one  of 
Newton,  appellantf  and  The  Overseers  of  Craailey,  re- 
spondents, which  arises  upon  facts  substantially  th^ 
same  as  the  present. 

Decisions  affirmed. 
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janvary  29.       CooK,  Appellant,  and  LucKETT,  Respondent. 

The  name  of      HpHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Tlumia  ■  "if 

tiM  occupier  of      JL 

the  bouie  James  Arnold^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  tb^  -^e 

No.  3,  GfoUen       .         ^  _       . 

Lane,  was  in-     City  of  London. 

rate-w>ok,  by  '^^  respondent  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  ihm-  Mt 
^cuSm- cf  ****  appellant  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitlu^  "d 
No.  4.    Under  ^^  ^^^^  jj^  ^jj^  election  of  members  for  the  city  of  Ixmdomr^ 

an  agreement  "^ 

with  the  tenant,  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  "  house.  No.  4,  GMei^r^^ 

the  landlord  ^  ^  ^  ->  > 

had  paid  all  the  hancy^  in  the  parish  of  SU  Giles  without,  CripplegaU. 

rates  and  taxes 

due  in  respect        The  appellant  also  duly  claimed  to  have  his  nam*  ^ne 

the  tenant  had  inserted  in  the  said  list  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  w      'a 

foni aHhis*  "  house,  No.  3,  Golden  Lane,*'  in  the  same  parish. 
^^^fi^nx        The  revising  barrister   expunged  the  name  of  th^^r^e 

A^  *2i2/*^  appellant  from  the  list,  and  disallowed  the  claim,  subject  =ct 

to  pay  the  rate  to  the  following  case :  — 

by  the  insertion  ^^    , 

of  his  name  in        The  qualification  of  the  appellant  was  duly  proved  ia  ^^   ^^ 

and  had  bond  respect  of  the  Occupation  of  a  house  No.  S,  Golden 

through  his  except  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  rating.     He  was  rate^ ' 

ilTtte  mel^h?^  ^®  ^'^  ^^^  poor-rates  as  the  occupier  of  No.  4,  GoUeET^:*!^^ 

of  sut  6  Vict.  Lane  '  but  he  did  not  occupy  No.  4,  and  he  was  inserfem"^^^^^ 

Sembie,  that  in  the  rate-bookfov  No,  4fy  by  a  mistake  of  the  ooerseer^^^'^  ^^^ 

the  tenant  was  ^  ^ 

rated  within       He  held  the  house  No.  3  at  an  annual  rent  of  27/.,  an^^C-*^' 

the  meaning  of  .ii.i«iii..«'  m^\\\ 


Stat.  2  WUL  4.  had  an  express  agreement  with  his  landlord  that  th 

notwithstand-  latter  should  pay  all  the  rates  and  taxes  in  respect  c^     -^  ^ 

d"JLribid  r'  ^^^  premises.     His  landlord  had  called  upon  him  i:M        ^  ^ 

^^Hid^^t  P*y»  ^"^  ^^  '^^^  P^'^  ^'^  ^^  ^^"^  ^"®  '"  respect  of  thrJ-^   ^ 

at  aU  events,  said  house,  and  the  landlord  had  been  called  upon  W        ^  ^^ 

the "  inaccurate  ^  , 

description "  pay  and  had  paid  all  poor-rates  due  in  respect  of  Htf^^   ^^ 

was  cured  by 

Stat.  6  rtct.  said  house.     It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellar  m^:^*™ 

c.  18.  1.75. 
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that  though  the  premises  so  occupied  by  him  were  in- 
aocarately  described  in  the  said  poor-rate,  yet  that  he 
was  the  person  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  said  premises, 
and  had  (by  his  landlord,  specially  constituted  by  his 
agreement  as  hb  agent  in  that  behalf)  been  bond  fide 
called  upon  to  pay,  and  had  bon&Jide  paid  all  the  rates 
due  in  respect  of  such  premises  within  the  meaning 
of  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  and 
therefore  that  he  was  to  be  considered  as  having  been 
rated  and  paid  all  rates  in  respect  of  the  said  premises, 
notwithstanding  the  inaccurate  description  in  the  said 
rate  of  the  said  premises  so  occupied  by  him.  The  re- 
vising barrister  decided  tliat  this  ttMU  an  inaccurate  de* 
scription  within  the  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  75.,  bid  that  the  fads 
proved  did  not  shew  that  the  appellant  had  been  bondjide 
called  upon  to  pay,  and  had  bond  Jtde  paid  the  rates 
dae  in  respect  of  such  premises.  If  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  said  decbion  was  wrong,  the 
name  of  the  appellant  was  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  list 
of  voters  as  follows :  — 


1846. 


Cook 

LUCKXTT. 


Wniiftm  Cook. 

3»  Golden  Lane. 

House. 

3,  Golden  Lane. 

Wehinf  for  the  appellant  This  case  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  stat 
6  Vict.  c.  18.,  and  raises  two  questions;  first,  whether 
there  was  an  inaccurate  description  of  the  house  occu- 
pied by  the  appellant ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  assuming 
the  description  to  be  inaccurate,  the  appellant  was  not 
bond  fide  called  upon  to  pay,  and  did  not  bondjide  pay 
the  rate.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  description  was 
inaccurate,  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  revising  barrister 
ought,  nevertheless,  to  have  inserted  the  name  of  the 

HH  2 
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1846.  appellant  in  the  list  of  voters.  The  sevenQr-fifth  section 
of  the  act,  after  providing  for  the  right  of  occupiers 
10/.  houses  in  cities  and  boroughs  to  vote,  if  duly  regis- 
tered and  rated,  goes  on  to  enact,  that  where  any  such 
person,  **  being  the  person  liable  to  be  rated  for  such 
premises,  shall  have  been  bofid  fide  called  upon  to  pay 
in  respect  of  such  premises  all  rates  made  for  the  reli 
of  the  poor  in  such  parish  or  township  during  the  time 


of  such  his  occupation  so  required  as  aforesaid^  ani( 
such  person  shall  have  ban&Jide  paid,  on  or  before  thi 

20th  day  of  July  in  such  year,  all  sums  of  money  whick r». 

he  shall  be  called  upon  to  pay  as  rates  in  respect  of"  ^^^ 
such  premises  for  one  year  previously  to  the  6th  day  o  -^  ^ 
April  then  next  preceding,  such  person  shall  be  con— ^  -*" 
sidered  as  having  been  rated  and  paid  all  rates  in 
spect  of  such  premises,  &c.,  and  be  entitled  to  be 
tered  in  respect  of  the  same  in  any  year,  any  misnomei 
or  inaccurate  or  insufficient  description  in  any  rate  of 
person  so  occupying,  or  of  the  premises  occupied  notwith« 
standing."  The  appellant  was  clearly  liable  to  be  rat 
for  No.  S,  which  was  a  house  of  sufficient  value  to  confei 
the  franchise,  and  having  entered  into  an  express 
ment  with  the  landlord  that  he  should  pay  the  ratesy  am 
that  the  appellant  should  pay  a  proportionate  amonni 
in  the  shape  of  rent,  the  payment  of  the  rates  by  tbi 
landlord  operated  as  a  payment  by  the  tenant; 
V.  TTie  Overseers  of  Chatham  (a) ;  Wright  v.  The 
Clerk  of  Stockport,  [b)  Those  cases  turned  upon  th< 
twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  but  the  ad- 
ditional words  ^^bondfide^^  introduced  in  the  seventy- 
fifth  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict,  c,  1 8.  do   not  rendei 

(a)  AnU,  p.  51.  {b)  Ante,  p.  SS. 
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the  decisions  of  the  Court  less  applicable  to  the  present  1846. 
case.  The  appellant,  therefore,  being  liable  to  pay,  has  "^^ 
hon&Jide  paid,  and,  it  is  submitted,  has  also  been  honSL 
Jide  called  upon  to  pay,  the  rate.  The  seventy-fifth 
section  does  not  say  by  whom  the  party  who  is  the  oc- 
cupier is  to  be  called  upon  to  pay,  and  if  an  actual  ^^ 
meni  by  the  tenant  through  the  landlord,  as  his  agent, 
be  sufficient,  then  it  is  confidently  submitted  he  may 
also  be  called  upon  to  pea/  through  his  landlord. 

Grooe  for  the  respondent  The  main  question  for 
die  consideration  of  the  Court  will  be,  whether  a  calling 
on  the  landlord  is  such  a  calling  on  the  tenant  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  act  of 
Victoria.  Wright  v.  The  Taam  Clerk  of  Stockport  (a) 
shews  that  the  object  of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of 
the  Reform  Act  was,  that  the  tenant  should  be  per- 
sonally rated  in  respect  of  the  premises  occupied  by 
him.  The  thirtieth  section  of  the  same  act  seems  also 
to  point  to  the  necessity  of  a  personal  rating,  otherwise 
it  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  provide  for  a  case 
in  which  the  name  of  a  party  had  been  omitted  from  a 
rate,  by  enabling  him  to  send  in  a  claim  to  be  rated. 
The  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  Registration  Act  also 
contemplates  a  personal  rating  by  the  words  **  bona 
Jide^  which  are  used  in  it,  and  if  so,  then  b,  bona  Jide 
calling  upon  to  pay  means  a  personal  calling ;  Moss  v. 
The  Overseers  of  St.  Michael^  Ldchfield.  {b)  IMaule  J. 
Suppose  the  appellant  had  sent  the  amount  of  the  rate 
to  the  overseer;  would  not  that  have  been  sufficient?] 
It  would  have  been  sufficient  as  a  payment,  but  he 
ought  also  to  have  been  called  upon  to  pay.     \Maule  J. 

(a)  Ant^  p.  32.  (6)  Aot^  p.  184. 
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1846.        I  conceive  that  he  was  called  upon  to  pay  by  being 
Q^^         placed  on  the  rate-book.]     That,  it  is  submitted,  would 
not  be  sufficient ;  Cullen  v.  Morris,  (a) 


V. 

LnCKITT. 


Welsln/f  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  alteration  that  has  been  made 
in  the  case  (6)  has  relieved  it  from  all  doubt  or  difficult;. 
It  appears  now  that  the  revising  barrister  thought 
that  the  mistake  of  No.  4  for  No.  3  was  one  that 
brought  the  case  within  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the 
Stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  as  being  an  inaccurate  description  of 
the  premises,  and  therefore,  that  it  was  amendable  under 
the  powers  given  him  by  that  act.  As  far  therefore  as 
that  part  of  the  case  is  concerned,  there  is  an  end  of  it) 
and  the  only  point  reserved  for  our  opinion  is,  whether 
it  is  shewn,  by  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  that  the  ap- 
pellant had  been  bondjide  called  upon  to  pay,  and  had 
bon&Jide  paid  the  rates  due  in  respect  of  the  prenuses 
occupied  by  him.  It  appears  to  me  that  a  payment  of 
the  rates  by  the  landlord  under  the  circumstances  re- 
ferred to,  is  a  bon&Jide  calling  upon  the  tenant  to  pay 
the  rate  in  respect  of  such  premises,  as  well  as  a  hod 
Jide  payment  of  the  rate.  I  cannot  understand  why  the 
words  ^^  bon&Jide  called  upon  to  pay"  should  of  neces- 
sity mean  a  personal  call  or  a  personal  demand.  The 
tenant's  name  being  on  the  parish  rate-book,  he  is  the 
only  person  that  can  be  called  upon ;  he  it  is  that  must 
answer  the  demand,  either  by  himself  or  somebody  else; 
and  he  it  is  who  is  liable  to  a  distress  if  the  rate  be  not 

(a)  2  SUark.  N,  P.  C  577. 

(6)  During  the  argument,  the  case  had  been  handed  to  the  reviflOS 
barrister,  who  was  in  court,  and  who  returned  it  with  the  addition  of  ^ 
passages  maiked  in  italics. 


T. 
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paid.     In  thb  way,  therefore,  he  is  in  law  called  upon        1846. 
to  pay  the  rate,  and  surely  no  greater  notoriety  could         q^^ 
be  given  to  the  call  than  by  placing  his  name  on  the 
rate  book.     It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  deci- 
sion of  the  revising  barrister  is  wrong. 

Maule  J.    It  appears  to  me,  also,  that  there  was  a 
hand  fide  payment  of  the  rate  by  the  tenant,  and  that  he 
was  bon&fide  called  upon  to  pay  the  same,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  statute  of 
Victoria.     It  is,  however,  by.no  means  clear  that  it  is 
necessary  to  have  recourse  to  that  section  at  all,  because 
I  think  that,  on  the  true  construction  of  the  twenty- 
seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  the  vote  ought  to 
liave  been  allowed.     That  section  confers  the  elective 
franchise  on  \0U   householders,  and  a  person   might 
set  up  a  claim  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of 
premises  which  he  really  never  occupied.    ^The  section, 
tiierefore,  goes  on  to  require,  amongst  other  things,  that 
^e  occupier  shall   have  been  rated  in  respect  of  the 
premises  for  which  he  claims  to  vote,  and  that  he  shall 
have  paid  all  rates  payable  in  respect  of  such  premises 
up  to  the  6th  of  April.     We  have  had  cases  referred 
to  on  the  subject  of  the  payment  of  rates,  and  it  has  been 
said  that  such  payment  should  be  made  by  the  hand  of 
the  party  who  is  liable  to  the  payment.     Now,  generally 
speaking,  an  agent,  properly  authorized,  may  do  what  it 
is  not  convenient  for  a  man  to  do  with  his  own  hand, 
and  if  the  money  comes  from  the  pocket  of  the  indi- 
vidual liable,  it  is  a  matter  of  no  importance  through 
whose  hands  it  passes.     Where  A.  pays  out  of  the 
funds  of  JB.,  or  pays  out  of  his  own  funds,  and  charges 
B.  with  the  payment  on  account,  the  payment  is  made 

H  U   ^ 
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1846.  by  B.  The  object  of  the  act  ia  reqairing  a  bandJUe 
"^^  pa3rment  was  probably  to  guard  against  a  gratoitous 
payment  by  a  candidate  or  his  agent  on  the  eye  of  an 
election.  Here^  however,  I  think  there  was  a  complete 
and  sufficient  payment,  both  within  the  Reform  and  the 
Registration  Acts.  The  main  question,  however,  is, 
whether  the  appellant  can  be  said  to  have  been  boni 
Jlde  called  upon  to  pay  die  rates,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  latter  act.  Now,  it  is  to 
be  remarked  that,  although  that  section  was  no  doubt 
intended  to  embrace  many  cases  to  which  the  twenty- 
seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act  already  af^lied,  it 
was  also  intended  to  remove  doubts  which  might  arise 
upon  the  construction  of  the  last-mentioned  act.  The 
two  sections  are  in  pari  materid^  and  therefore  the  de- 
cisions which  have  been  pronounced  upon  cases  affisted 
by  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  stat.  2  fl^  4.  c  4&, 
are  applicable  to  those  which  refer  to  the  seveDOr-fiith 
section  of  the  statute  of  Victoria.     I  think  Aat  in  thb 

f 

case,  there  was  a  sufficient  rating  under  the  stat.  S  fKi* 
c.  45.  s*  27.»  and  if  so,  then  the  rating  would  be  suf- 
ficient under  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  Registration 
Act.  Now,  by  putting  a  person  on  the  rate*book,  yoOf 
in  efi*ect,  inform  him  that  he  is  called  upon  to  pay  c^ 
tain  sums  of  money  to  certain  persons,  namely,  to  the 
overseers.  The  meaning  of  the  seventy-fifth  section  iS) 
that  if  there  be  any  such  inaccuracy  on  the  face  of  the 
rate  as  to  render  it  doubtful  whether  he  is  the  party  io" 
tended  to  be  assessed,  that  inaccuracy  shall  be  coo- 
sidered  as  non«existing,  provided  there  has  been  i 
substantial  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  former 
act.  Cases  might  occur  in  which  it  would  not  appetr 
from  the  rating  that  the  party  intended  to  be  rated  was 
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called  npon  to  pay,  bot  here  the  only  inaccuracy  is  the        1846. 
aobsiilution  of  a  wrong  number  for  the  house  which  he         I 

Cook 

occupies.  His  name  b  placed  on  the  rate,  and  be  is  ^  ▼• 
thereby  informed  that  if  he  fails  to  pay,  a  distress  may 
be  levied  on  his  goods.  Surely  that  is  a  more  effectual 
'*  calling  upon  to  pay  "  than  if  the  overseers  were  to  knock 
at  the  door  of  the  house,  and  simply  request  the  occupier 
to  pay  the  rates.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the 
appellant  has  been  bondjide  called  upon  to  pay,  and 
has  bon&Jide  paid. 

CaEsswELL  J.     I,  abo,  am  of  opinion,  that  the  ap«- 
pellant's  name  ought  to  be  inserted  in  the  register.     I 
^loobt  whether  the  assistance  of  the  seventy-fifth  section 
^  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  was  required  in  this  case.     The 
^locopier  of  No.  S  was  liable  to  be  rated  for  that  house, 
and  was,  in  fact,  rated,  but  the  overseer^  make  a  mis* 
take  and  call  it  No.  4.      He  was,  therefore,  rated  for 
the  premises  which  he  occupied  within  the  meaning  of 
the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act.     Then, 
as  it  appears  that  the  rates  have  been  paid  by  the  land- 
lord, in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  with  the  tenant  to 
that  effect,  it  is  impossible  to  say,  after  the  decbions  al^ 
ready  pronounced  by  this  Court,  that  this  was  not  such 
a  payment  by  the  tenant  as  satisfied  the  requirements  of 
the   Reform   Act.      But,  supposing  it   were  doubtful, 
whether  the  rating  was  sufficient  within  2^4.  c.  45. 
Si  27.,  the  Stat.  6  Vict,  c,  18.  s.  75.  cures  the  defect,  and 
makes  die  party  liable  to  be  rated,  and  who  has  been 
called  upon  to  pay,  and  has  paid  the  rates,  entitled  to 
be  regbtered.     This  latter  section  does  not  introduce 
any  new  law,  but  was  inserted  in  order  to  remove  doubts 
as  to  the  true  construction  of  the  former  act,  as  appears 
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1846. 


janvary  29.        CooK,  Appellant,  and  Luckett,  Respondent. 

The  name  of  HPHIS  WES  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Thonua 

the  occupiAT  of  JL  i-i  i 

the  houM  James  Arnold^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 

No.  3,  Goiden       .         -  ^       , 

Lane,  was  in-  City  of  London. 

rate-^k,  by         "^^  respondent  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  the 

Sscu^CTof   *  appellant  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled 

No.  4.    Under  ^^  ^^^^  jjj  ^[^^  election  of  members  for  the  city  o(  London 

an  agreement  ^ 

with  the  tenant,  Jn  resDCCt  of  the  Occupation  of  a  "  house.  No.  4,  Golden 

the  landlord  *^  ^  '^ 

had  paid  all  the  Lansy*  in  the  parish  of  5/.  Giles  without,  CripplegaU. 

rates  and  taxes 

due  in  respect         The  appellant  also  duly  claimed  to  have  his  name 

the  tenant  had  inserted  in  the  said  list  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a 

lord  all*  his*  "  "  house,  No.  3,  Golden  Lancj*  in  the  same  parish. 
^^^f^^f^       The  revising  barrister  expunged  the  name  of  the 

had  been  hand  appellant  from  the  list,  and  disallowed  the  claim,  subject 

fde  called  upon      "^  ■  '  '        "^ 

to  pay  the  rate  tO  the  following  CaSC  :  — 
by  the  insertion 

of  his  name  in        The  qualification  of  the  appellant  was  duly  proved  in 

the  rate-book,  ^  ,  ,  ^  ,  ,      -, 

and  had  hand  respect  ot  the  Occupation  of  a  house  No.  S,  Golden  La»ity 

tj^ugh  his  except  as  to  the  suflBciency  of  the  rating.     He  was  rated 

Ir^e  me^i^g  ^®  ^^  ^^  poor-rates  as  the  occupier  of  No.  4,  Gdien 

^^f?**  W^'  Lane;  but  he  did  not  occupy  No.  4,  and  he  was  inserted 

StmUe,  that  in  the  rate-bookfor  No.  ^^by  a  mistake  of  the  overseen* 

the  tenant  was  .^  *•  *r 

rated  within  He  held  the  house  No.  3  at  an  annual  rent  of  27/.,  and 

the  meaning  of 

Stat  2  Wio.  4.  had  an  express  agreement  with  his  landlord  that  the 

notwlthstand-  latter  should  pay  all  the  rates  and  taxes  in  respect  of 

described  as**  ^^^  premises.     His  landlord  had  called  upon  him  to 

^iwi  that  P^y*  ^°^  ^^  '^^  P^*^  ^''  ^^^  ^^"^  ^"^  *"  respect  of  the 

at  aU  events,  said  house,  and  the  landlord  had  been  called  upon  to 

the  « inaccurate  *^ 

description "  pay  and  had  paid  all  poor-rates  due  in  respect  of  the 

was  cured  by 

Stat.  6  Fid.  said  house.     It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appelant 

c.  18.  «.75. 
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that  though  the  premises  so  occupied  by  bim  were  in- 
accurately described  in  the  said  poor-rate,  yet  that  he 
was  the  person  liable  to  be  rated  for  the  said  premises, 
and  had  (by  his  landlord,  specially  constituted  by  his 
agreement  as  his  agent  in  that  behalf)  been  bond  fide 
called  upon  to  pay,  and  had  bon&Jide  paid  all  the  rates 
due  in  respect  of  such  premises  within  the  meaning 
of  the  seventy^fifth  section  of  the  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  and 
therefore  that  he  was  to  be  considered  as  having  been 
rated  and  paid  all  rates  in  respect  of  the  said  premises, 
notwithstanding  the  inaccurate  description  in  the  said 
rate  of  the  said  premises  so  occupied  by  him.  The  re- 
vising barrister  decided  that  this  teas  an  inaccurate  de* 
scription  within  the  6  Vict.  c.  18.  5«  75.,  but  that  thefacU 
praoed  did  not  shew  that  the  appellant  had  been  bon&Jide 
called  upon  to  pay,  and  had  bondjlde  paid  the  rates 
due  in  respect  of  such  premises.  If  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  said  decision  was  wrong,  the 
name  of  the  appellant  was  to  be  inserted  in  the  said  list 
of  voters  as  follows :  — 


1846. 


Cook 
▼• 

LUCKRT. 


WillUm  Cook. 

%  Golden  Lane. 

House. 

3,  Golden  Lane. 

Welsby  for  the  appellant  This  case  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  the  seventy-fifth  section  of  the  stat. 
6  Vict.  c.  18.,  and  raises  two  questions;  first,  whether 
there  was  an  inaccurate  description  of  the  house  occu- 
pied by  the  appellant ;  and,  secondly,  whether,  assuming 
the  description  to  be  inaccurate,  the  appellant  was  not 
bond  fide  called  upon  to  pay,  and  did  not  bon&Jide  pay 
the  rate.  It  may  be  conceded  that  the  description  was 
inaccurate,  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  revising  barrister 
ought,  nevertheless,  to  have  inserted  the  name  of  the 

li  H  2 


▼. 

LUCKKTT. 
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1846.  appellant  in  the  list  of  voters.  The  seventy-fifth  section 
^^  of  the  act,  after  providing  ft)r  the  right  of  occupiers  of 
10/.  houses  in  cities  and  boroughs  to  vote,  if  duly  rois- 
tered and  rated,  goes  on  to  enact,  that  where  any  such 
person,  ^^  being  the  person  liable  to  be  rated  for  such 
premises,  shall  have  been  bond  fide  called  upon  to  pay 
in  respect  of  such  premises  all  rates  made  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  in  such  parish  or  township  during  the  time 
of  such  his  occupation  so  required  as  aforesaid,  and 
such  person  shall  have  hon&fide  paid,  on  or  before  the 
20th  day  of  July  in  such  year,  all  sums  of  money  which 
he  shall  be  called  upon  to  pay  as  rates  in  respect  of 
such  premises  for  one  year  previously  to  the  6th  day  of 
April  then  next  preceding,  such  person  shall  be  ooih 
sidered  as  having  been  rated  and  paid  all  rates  in  re- 
spect of  such  premises,  &c.,  and  be  entitled  to  be  rois- 
tered in  respect  of  the  same  in  any  year,  any  misnomer 
or  inaccurate  or  insufficient  description  in  any  rate  of  the 
person  so  occupying,  or  of  the  premises  occupied  notwith- 
standing." The  appellant  was  clearly  liable  to  be  rated 
for  No.  3,  which  was  a  house  of  sufficient  value  to  confer 
the  franchise,  and  having  entered  into  an  express  agree* 
ment  with  the  landlord  that  he  should  pay  the  rates,  and 
that  the  appellant  should  pay  a  proportionate  amoont 
in  the  shape  of  rent,  the  payment  of  the  rates  by  the 
landlord  operated  as  a  payment  by  the  tenant;  Ht^ki 
V.  The  Overseers  of  Chatham  {a) ;  Wright  v.  The  Tm 
Clerk  of  Stockport,  {b)  Those  cases  turned  upon  the 
twenty-seventh  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  but  the  ad- 
ditional words  ^'  bondfide*^  introduced  in  the  seventy* 
fifth  section  of  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  1 8.  do   not  render 

(a)  Ami,  p.  51.  (6)  Ant^,  p.  SS. 
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of  the  appellant  was  to  be  re-inserted  in  the  said  list  of 
^voters  as  follows :  — 


1846* 


JcMhiui  Puriente. 


Coleman  Street. 


House. 


Colemtn  Street* 


PAEIBim 

▼. 

IbVCKMXT* 


Twenty-seven  other  cases  were  consolidated  with  the 
above. 

tFelsby  for  the  appellant.   There  is  no  question  raised 
liere  about  the  October  rate,  to  which  it  is  clear  that  the 
appellant,  having  made  his  claim  on  the  1st  of  January^ 
must  be  deemed  to  have  been  rated  within  the  meaning 
of  the  thirtieth  section  of  the  Reform  Act  (a).     With 
regard  to  the  January  and  subsequent  rates,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  the  appellant  was  rated,  according  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  stat.  2  fF.  4.  c.  45.  5. 27.     It  is 
found  in  the  case  that  the  name  of  the  appellant  was 
inserted  in  the  rate  under  No.  2,  and  that  shews  that  he 
was  rated  for  the  same  premises  as  his  landlord.    Wright 
V.  The  Town  Clerk  of  Stockport  {fl)  is  a  direct  authority 
in  favour  of  the  appellant. 

Graoe^  for  the  respondent,  was  then  called  upon  by 
the  Cbnrt.  In  Wright  v.  The  Town  Clerk  of  Stockport  {b% 
the  names  of  the  landlord  and  tenants  were  connected 
by  a  bracket,  evidencing  the  intention  of  the  overseers 
to  rate  them  all.  ^Tindal  C.  J.  Lord  Coke  says,  that 
there  is  sometimes  great  virtue  in  an  "  &c.,"  but  I  know 
of  no  authority  for  clothing  a  bracket  with  importance.] 
One  of  the  overseers  stated,  as  the  case  expressly  finds, 
that  the  appellant's  name  had  been  placed  upon  the 


(a)  See  BusheU  v.  I.uckelty  ante,  p.  398. 
(6)  Ante,  p.  Hi?. 
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1846.        ^^^^'  ^"  consequence  of  the  claim  which  he  had  made, 
but  without  any  intention   to   rate  him,     {Maide  J. 

Paeibmtk 

V.  Whatever  the  intention  might  be,  the  effect  of  putting 

the  appellant's  name  on  the  rate  would  be  to  make  him 
liable  to  pay  it.]  In  Moss  v.  The  Overseers  of  St.  Michael, 
Lichfield  (a),  the  Court  held>  that  an  occupier  who  had 
actually  paid  the  rent  with  his  own  hand  was  not  rated, 
because,  on  the  face  of  the  rate,  another  party  appeared 
to  have  been  charged.  [Maulc  J.  There  the  name  of. 
the  party  who  paid  the  rate  did  not  appear  upon  the 
rate  at  all ;  here  the  appellant's  name  is  on  the  rate,  and 
the  blank  left  opposite  the  name  is  equivalent  to  '^ditta"] 

Welsby  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     I  think  that,  in  this  case,  the  state- 
ment made  by  one  of  the  overseers  must  be  thrown 
overboard  altogether,  for  if  all  the  overseers  bad  said 
that  there  was  no  intention  to  rate  the  appellant,  by 
putting  his  name  on  the  rate,  that  could  have  no  efiect 
upon  the  construction  of  a  written  instrument.    We 
are  bound  to  give  the  rate  a  reasonable  construction, 
and  to  consider  it  in  the  same  way  as  if  we  were  called 
upon  to  declare  the  meaning  of  any  other  instrument  in 
writing.     There  are  several  columns  in  the  rate,  and, 
upon  looking  at  the  second  column,  we  find  the  name 
of  Haynes,  and  all  the  columns  opposite  his  name,  pith 
perly  filled  up ;  then,  the  name  of  the  appellant  appears 
immediately  under  that  of  Haynes,  but  the  other  colnmns 
are  left  blank.     Now^  this  mode  of  inserting  the  name 
of  the  appellant  must  have  had  some  meaning,  and  it 
appears  to  me  that  we  must  consider  the  blanks  oppo- 

(a)  Ante,  p.  184. 
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;ite'  the   name  of  ^*  Pariente"  as   if  filled  up  in  the        1846. 
i.aine  way  as  those  opposite  the  name  immediatdy  pre- 


LUCKETT. 


PARnMTK 

creding;  or  that  we  mast  consider  Haynes  and  Parienie      ^    ▼• 

^^oinify  rated  in  respect  of  the  premises  No.  18,  CoU' 

Street.     The  Nos.  2  and  3,  which  appear  in  the 

column,  shew  that  they  were  rated  in  respect  of 

^he  same  house,  as  No.  3  is  placed  opposite  the  name 

^^nrhich  follows  that  of  the  appellant     I  think,  therefore, 

"Ehat  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Maule  J.    With  respect  to  the  first  rate,  it  is  con- 

<:eded  that  the  appellant  did  all  that  was  necessary  to 

enable  him  to  reap  the  benefit  of  the  thirtieth  section  of 

-the  Reform  Act.     To  decide  the  question  raised  as  to 

the  other  rate,  we  must  look  at  the  rate  itself,  and  upon 

referring  to  it,  there  does  not  appear  any  room  to  doubt 

that  the  appellant  was  rated.     The  revising  barrister 

seems  to  have  been  embarrassed  by  what  one  of  the 

overseers  said,  but  the  true  construction  of  the  rate  is 

to  be  ascertained  by  reasoning  quite  irrespective  of  what 

the  intentions  of  the  overseers  might  have  been,  in 

pkcing  the  name  of  the  appellant  upon  the  rate.     It 

might  be  that  they  did  no|  intend  to  let  him  have  a 

vote,  but  their  saying  so  would  have  no  more  effect 

than  if  an  obligor  who  had  signed  and  sealed  a  bond 

were  subsequently  to  say  that  he  had  no  intention  of 

binding  himself  thereby.    The  real  question  is,  whether 

die  appellant  was  rated  or  not,  and  as  his  name  was 

placed  upon  the  rate,  and  the  blanks  left  opposite  his 

name  are  juht  as  effective  as  if  the  word  *^  ditto "  had 

been  inserted  in  each  column,  I  think  the  decision  of 

the  revising  barrister  ought  to  be  reversed. 
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1846.  CaESSWELL  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinioD.     Lookicm: 

PAmuMtK^    ^^  the^extract  firom  the  rate-book|  I  think  we  are  boiuc^^ 
to  hold  that  the  appellant  was  suflBdently  rated.     Tft:^  ^ 
number  in  the  first  column  is  quite  enough  to  shew  tim.  ^amX 
he  was  rated  in  respect  of  the  previous  inhjrrt  mutt  i^     i 
of  the  rate. 


Lvtjciif* 


Erle  J.  I  think  the  revising  "barrister  was  qu5L 
justified  in  asking  for  an  explanation  of  the  manner 
which  the  rate  was  made,  when  an  interlineation 
peared  on  the  face  of  it,  but  when  he  had  a8certaiim.^^d 
the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  made,  it  nr 
unquestionably  his  duty,  as  a  judge,  to  construe 
written  instrument  himself.  I  have  no  doubt  m 
looking  at  the  rate,  diat  the  name  of  Pariente  was 
upon  it  in  respect  of  the  house  No.  18,  Coleman  Sbrc^^^ 
The  statement  of  the  overseer,  therefore,  has  nothixxs 
to  do  with  the  matter.  The  insertion  of  the  aj^pdlaim^'s 
name  was  enough  to  make  him  liable  to  the  payment  <^ 
the  rate,  and  I,  therefore,  think  the  decision  of  the 
vising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Decision  revers 


I 
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GooGAK,  Appellant,  and  Luceett,  Respondent.      January  29. 

THIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  revising  Whether  pre. 
'^'^      ^  ®    misesareofthe 

barrister  for  the  city  oiLondorij  who  had  expunged  clear  yearly 

i_  o   -r-r  ^  i»  ii'/»  value  of  lO^f 

the  name  of  Henry  Coogan  from  the  list  of  persons  en*  within  the 
^tled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  die  said  "^^4,  c.  45. 
city,  subject  to  the  following  case  :  —  ^^^^  'f  f^ 

The  qualification  of  the  appellant  was  duly  proved  "^^^^^^^ 
in  all  respects  except  as  to  the  value  of  the  house,  risternmtt 

'^  '^  decide  for  him- 

No.  4,  Bedcross  Passage,  in  the  parish  of  SL  Giles  with-  self. 

^~  ,  -_,  Per  EriB  J»p 

out,  Cripplegate,  occupied  by  him.     The  rent  paid  by  Che  fair  prin- 
the  appellant  for  the  house  in  question  was  45.  9d.  per  tafning  the 
week,  amounting  to  12/.  75.  per  annum.     The  landlord  ^nq^re 
paid  all  die  rates  and  taxes  assessed  upon  the  said  house.  ^^^  ^^^ 
The  landlord  of  the  said  house  was  also  the  owner  or  ^«*  ^^  ^  \ 

tenant,  and 

lessee  of  other  houses  in  the  same  parish,  which  houses  deduct  there- 
from what  a 
were  also  let  at  weekly  lettings ;  and  he  compounded  tenant  would 

for  his  poor-rates  for  all  such  houses,  and  also  for  the  to  pay. 
said  house  so  occupied  by  the  appellant ;  and  the  said 
landlord  was  assessed  in  the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  the 
said  house  at  5U  per  annum.  It  was  not  shewi^  that 
there  was  any  local  act  authorizing  such  composition, 
but  it  was  assumed  to  have  been  made  under  the  59 
6.  S.  c.  12.  5.  19.  The  rates,  commonly  known  as 
tenants'  rates,  payable  in  the  parish,  amounted  to 
Bs.  lid.  in  the  pound  per  annum;  viz.  poor-rates  Ss.; 
consolidated  rate  Is.  ^d. ;  police-rate  Id. ;  and  church- 
rate  Is.  It  was  proved,  that  the  said  house,  if  the  same 
were  rated  to  a  tenant,  would  be  assessed  at  the  rateable 
value  of  8/.  per  annum,  upon  which  assessment,  the 

VOL.  I.  II 
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1846*        tenants'  rates  would  amount  to  2/.  75.  4td.  per  annum. 

Z'  It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  no 

^'  other  rates  or  taxes,  except  tlie  poor-rates  and  window- 

taX|  ought  to  be  deducted  from  tbe  amount  of  rent 
actually  paid,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  was  the  *'  clear 
annual  value  "  of  the  said  house,  within  the  meaning  «f 
the  £  ^  4.  c.  45. ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  all  the  said 
tenants*  rates  were  to  be  deducted,  yet  that  such  de* 
ductions  should  be  made  only  for  the  amount  for  yiAuA 
the  premises  were  assessed  to  the  landlord^  vias.  52.,  and 
not  from  the  rent  actually  paid  by  the  tenant;  and  Aat 
no  greater  amount  than  that  whiph  the  landlord  was 
actually  called  upon  to  pay  could  legally  be  dediicted. 
Tlie  revising  barrister  was  of  opinion  that  the  dear  an* 
nual  talue  of  premises  must  be  takeii  to  mean  the  ro^ 
at  which  the  said  premises  might  reascnuibly  be  ex- 
pected to  let  from  year  to  year,  free  of  all  tenanta'  rates 
and  taxes  at  least  (6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  96.  s.  9.) ;  that  is  to 
say,  the  rent  which  the  landlord  would  in  such  case 
receive ;  but  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  evidence  before 
the  revising  barrister  to  enable  him  to  ascertain  what 
the  said  house  in  question  would  be  let  for  under  such 
circumstances,  he  considered  that  the  proper  prindple 
for  ascertaining  the  clear  annual  value  of  the  house  io 
question  was,  to  deduct  from  the  rent  actually  paid  by 
the  appellant,  viz.  12/.  7^.,  the  amount  cf  tenants'  rata 
and  taxes  calculated  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  said 
houses  if  assessed  to  a  tenant,  viz.  2L  7s.  4d!.,  and  tbare- 
fore  that  the  said  house  was  not  of  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  10/.     If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  dial 
the  said  decision  was  wrong,  and  that  either  of  the 
principles  of  calculating  the  value  contended  for  on  be- 
half of  the  appellant  was  correct,  the  name  of  tlie 
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appellant  was  to  be  re-inserted  in  the  said  list  of  voters 
as  fidlbws :  — 
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Hcniy  Coogm, 

Bed<3C08a  jmamga. 

Houae. 

4,  B«d-cio«  ptMige. 

WeUby  for  the  respondent.  It  is  submitted  that  the 
words  *^  clear  yearly  value  ^  in  the  twenty-seventh  sec- 
tion of  the  Reform  Act,  have  reference  to  the  value  of 
the  premises  as  respects  the  landlord.  This  was  the 
principle  of  calculation  laid  down  by  a  committee  of  the 
House  of  Commons  in  the  Woodstock  case  (a).  Here  the 
value  to  the  landlord  was  above  lOL  {Mauk  J.  He 
receives  more,  but  you  must  deduct  what  he  has  to  pay 
to  the  parish.]  The  words  ^^  clear  yearly  value''  seem 
rather  to  refer  to  the  amount  which  the  landlord  would 
receive.  \Maide  J.  The  question  of  value  appears  to 
be  entirely  one  of  fact,  and  therefore  one  exduaively 
for  the  determination  of  the  revising  barrister.]  That 
may  be  so,  when  once  he  has  ascertained  the  correct 
principle  of  calculation,  but  that  is  the  point  which  is 
now  in  dispute. 


1846. 


COOQAX 
T. 

ItuaaDnib 


Graoe^  for  the  respondent,  referred  to  Bex  v.  Chap^ 
Un  (b).    He  was  then  stopped  by  the  G>urt 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  whether  premises  are 
of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  lOL  within 
2  WilL  4.  c.  45.  5. 27.,  is  a  question  of  fact,  which  it  is 
not  for  us,  but  for  the  revising  barrister,  to  decide.  He 
has  come  to  the  decision  that  the  house  in  question  was 
not  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  10/.,  and  we  are  not  in 
a  situation  to  say  that  he  is  wrong  in  that  conclusion. 

(a)  AJ^  ^  JFtts.  453.  (6)  1  S.1fAi.9K. 

tZ2 


LUCKRT. 
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]g46.  Maule  J.    The  only  rule  that  can  be  laid  down  h 

7  that  the  revising  barrister  must  collect  all  the  circom- 

CoOGAlf  ^ 

▼• stances  of  the  particular  case,  and  weigh  them  all  well 

In  fact  he  must  be  an  appraiser.  This  b  no  qoestior 
of  law,  and  I  think,  therefore,  the  decision  of  the  re 
▼bing  barrister  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Cresswell  J.  concurred. 

Erle  J.    I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  value  of  pi 
mises  is  a  question  of  fact,  but  I  think  the  fair  principl 
to  be  adopted  in  ascertaining  the  clear  yearly  value  is,  t 


inquire  what  the  premises  would  let  for  to  a  tenant,  sx^^m^ 
deduct  therefrom  what  a  tenant  would  ordjnarily  ha^^^c 
to  pay.    This  is  the  principle  which  is  acted  upon        Hm 
settlement  cases,  and  should,  I  think,  be  the  guide        of 
the  revising  barrister  in  a  case  like  the  present 

Decision 


I 
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LucxETTy  Appellanty  and  Ei^owles,  Eespondent.  jamuwsf  9% 


f^HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  for  the  city  of  London^  who  had 
retained  the  name  of  the  respondent  upon  the  list  of 
persons  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members 
for  the  said  city^  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  G>urt  of 
Common  Pleas  upon  the  following  case :  — 

The  name  of  the  respondent  appeared  upon  the  said 
list  as  follows : 


Name. 

Place  of  abod«. 

Nature  of  quallfl- 
cation. 

Street  ftc.  where  iituate. 

Philip  Lionel 
Knowles. 

Greenwich. 

• 

Counting-house. 

1,  Bank  Chnuhen. 

An  enoncoot 
ttatementof 
the  place  of 
abode  in  the 
liitof  Totera 
may  be  cor- 
rected by  the 
rerinng  bar- 
rister under 
stats  FkU 
CIS.  s.  40. 

Per  MmJeJ, 
The  place  of 
abode  of  a 
▼oter  b  no  part 
of  hisquidifr- 
cation. 


The  only  point  in  the  case  was  as  to  the  power  of 
the  revising  barrister  to  alter  the  place  of  abode  of  the 
respondent,  as  described  in  the  said  list. 

It  was  proved  that  the  respondent's  place  of  abode 
was  at  Queeris  Square^  Bloomsbun/i  and  not  at  Greene 
wick,  as  described  in  the  said  list,  and  that  both  Green^ 
wicA  and  Queen  Square  were  within  seven  miles  of  the 
city  of  London,  The  respondent  then  required  the 
revising  barrister  to  alter  the  place  of  his  abode  as 
described  in  the  said  list,  but  it  was  contended  on 
behalf  of  the  appellant  that  the  revising  barrister  had 
no  power  to  do  so,  inasmuch  as  the  place  of  abode  was 
an  essential  part  of  the  description  of  the  qualification 
of  the  respondent,  which  the  revising  barrister  was  not 

//  S 
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1846.       At  liberty  to  change  under  the  fortieth  section  of  the 

~; 6  Vid.  c.  18. 

^  The  revising  barrister  decided  that  the  place  of  abode 

was  no  part  of  the  description  of  the  qualification  oP 
the  respondent,  and  that  the  erroneous  statement  oE* 
the  said  place  of  abode  was  a  mistake  in  the  said  list^ 
which  under  the  said  section  the  revising  barrister  bad- 
power  to  correct,  and  be  altered  the  place  of  abod^ 
accordingly. 

Grace  for  the  appellant      It  is  submitted  that  th^ 
misdescription  of  the  respondent's  place  of  abode  was» 
a  mistake  which  the  revising  barrister  had  no  power* 
to  correct,  under  the  provisions  of  stat  6  Vid.  c.  18* 
5. 40.    The  place  of  abode  is  required  to  be  stated  iia. 
the  list  because  it  is  part  of  the  voter's  qualification^ 
and  a  misdescription  of  his  qualification  cannot  be 
amended ;   BaHlett  v.  Gibbs  {a) ;    Tudball  v.  The  Tcwm 
Clerk  of  Bristol  (i).     The  description  in  the   present 
case  is    not  merely  insufficient;  it  is  altogether  false* 
\Maule  J.  The  fortieth  section  applies  to  a  case  where 
the  description  is  wholly  omitted ;  why  then  may  not 
the  revising  barrister  amend  when  there  is  a  wrong 
description  ?]    A  total  omission  of  the  party's  place  of 
abode  is  not  so  likely  to  mislead  an  objector  as  a  false 
description  of  it 

Welsby,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon  by 
the  Court 

TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  powers  of  amendment  conferred 
by  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.lS.  5.40.  are,  as  it  appears  to 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  73.  (&)  Antd,  p.  7. 
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me,  sofficiently  large  to  let  in  the  amendment  made  1846. 
by  the  revisiog  barrister  in  the  presoit  case*  lliat  £^ 
sectiont  so  far  as'the  place  of  abode  »  concerned)  pro- 
vides for  two  cases ;  firsts  where  it  is  wholly  omitted, 
and  secondly,  where  it  is,  in  the  judgment  of  the  re- 
vising  barrister,  insdfficiendy  described  for  thie  purpose 
of  being  identified.  In  both  these  cases  the  revising 
barrisler  is  required  to  expunge  the  name  of  the  party, 
unless  the  matter  omitted  or  insufliciently  described 
be  sapplied  to  his  satisfiiction  before  the  refision  is 
oom(deted,  in  which  case  he  is  to  insert  such  matter 
in  the  lisL  There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  if 
tbe  plaoe  of  abode  had  been  wholly  omitted  in  the 
present  case  it  might  have  been  supplied;  but  it  is 
contended  that  the  barrister  had  no  power  to  correct 
the  description  in  the  list,  because  it  was  not  an  insuf- 
ficient description,  by  which  is  meant  a  description 
that  wants  sufficient  particularity,  but  a  description 
which  was  altogether  wrong.  But  it  seems  to  me^  look- 
ing at  the  terms  in  which  the  powers  of  amendment 
are  given,  thai  they  may  be  taken  to  apply  to  every 
case  where  the  place  of  abode  is  not  sufficientiy  de- 
scribed for  the  purpose  of  identifying  the  party.  I  do 
not  see  why  we  are  to  restrain  the  terms  of  a  clause 
which  it  was  intended  should  be  fairly  and  liberally 
construed,  and  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the 
decision  in  the  present  case  should  be  affirmed. 

Maule  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  respondent's 
name  was  properly  retained  on  the  list  The  barrister 
was  bound  to  retain  the  name,  unless  power  was  given 
him  to  expunge  it,  and  the  ground  on  KiAiich  he  was 
asked  to  expunge  the  name  was,  Uiat  the  place  of 

//  4 
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1846«       abode  was  stated  in  the  list  to  be  Crreetmich,  when  ia 
l^jgcxwrt      point  of  fact  it  was  Qjieen  Square*     Now,  the  voter, 
having  been  objected  to,  must  have  been  required  to 
prove,  and  must  have  proved,  his  qualification.    But  it 
is  said  that  the  place  of  abode  is  part  of  the  qualifica- 
tion; to  that  proposition,  however,  I  cannot  agree.   The 
place  of  abode  is  required  to  be  stated,  for  the  purpose 
of  shewing  that  the  voter  resides  within  seven  miles  of 
the  place  of  election.     The  misdescription,  therefore,  of 
the  place  of  abode,  is  no  objection  to  the  qualificatioD, 
which  is  correctly  stated  in  the  list.    Then,  does  the 
case  fall  within  that  branch  of  the  fortieth  section,  which 
requires  that  the  revising  barrister  shall  expunge  ibt 
name  from  the  list?    The  words  in  question  are  these; 
that  ^^  if  any  person  whose  name  is  included  in  any 
such  list,  or  his  place  of  abode,  &c.  shall  in  the  jodg- 
ment  of  the  revising  barrister  be  insufficiently  described 
for  the  purpose  of  being  identified,  such  barrister  shall 
expunge  the  name  of  every  such  person  from  such  list, 
unless  the  matter  or  matters  so  omitted  or  insuffickntly 
described  be  supplied  to  the  satisfaction  of  such  bar- 
rister, before  he  shall  have  completed  the  revisioa  of 
such  list,  in  which  case  he  shall  then  and  there  insert 
the  same  in  such  list."     The  objector  here  must  insist 
that  the  voter  comes  within  this  part  of  the  section,  fo^ 
if  not,  the  revising  barrister  could  have  no  power  to  exr^ 
punge  the  name.     Then,  if  the  voter's  place  of  abod^ 
was  insufficiently  described  for  the  purpose  of  bein^ 
identified,   we  find  that  the  power  of  expunging 
coupled  with  the  power  of  amendment,  for  the 
says  that  the  barrister  shall  expunge  the  name^  *^  ma- 
less  the  matter  or  matters  so  omitted  or  insuflkieotly 
described  be  supplied  to  the  satisfaction  t>f  such  bar- 
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rister,  &a,  in  which  case  he  shall  then  and  there  insert       1846. 

« 

the  same  in  such  list"    Here  the  matter  has  been  sup-      j^ii^^ 
plied  to  the  revising  barrister's  satisfaction,  and  there-      ^  ^' 
-fore  I  think  the  power  of  amendment  clearly  applied. 

Cresswell  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion. 
The  fortieth  section  begins  by  requiring  the  barrister  to 
«  correct  any  mistake  which  shall  be  proved  to  him  to 
have  been  made  in  any  list."  This  may  give  him  a 
general  power  of  correcting  mistakes,^  or  it  may  be  in- 
tended to  apply  only  to  the  particular  descriptions  of 
mistakes  afterwards  pointed  out  It  then  goes  on  to 
mention  certain  instances,  in  which  the  barrister  is  re- 
quired to  expunge  the  name  of  the  party.  That  is  one 
mode  of  correcting  a  mistake.  The  section  then  goes 
on  to  provide  another  mode  of  correction,  for  it  says,  in 
effect,  that,  if  the  requisite  particulars  be  supplied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  barrister,  he  shall  not  expunge  the 
party's  name,  but  amend  the  description  in  the  list  by 
inserting  such  particulars  Either  this  case  is  within 
the  latter  part  of  the  section,  or  it  is  not  If  not  within 
it,  then  the  barrister  could  not  expunge  the  name,  and 
must  leave  the  place  of  abode  as  he  found  it ;  if  it  is,  he 
had  the  power  to  make  the  amendment  I  think,  there- 
fore that,  qudcunque  vid^  the  name  of  the  respondent 
ought  to  have  been  retained  on  the  list 

Erle  J.  I  also  think  that  the  revising  barrister  was 
right  The  chief  object  of  the  fortieth  section  seems  to 
be  to  prevent  a  bon&Jide  qualification  from  being  de- 
feated by  a  mere  defect  of  form.  There  is  a  very 
general  power  in  the  beginning  of  the  section  given  to 
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I846« 


LacciR 
Knowkes. 


the  revising  barrister  to  correct  any  mistake,  and  with* 
out  expressing  a  decided  opinion  that  he  bad  the  power 
to  make  the  amendment  in  question  under  that  part  of 
the  section,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  he  had.  lo  a 
subsequent  part  of  the  clause,  the  revising  barrister  is 
empowered  to  amend  in  cases  where  the  phice  of  abode 
is  either  wholly  omitted,  or  insufficiently  desoribed  bt 
the  purpose  of  identification.  I  cannot  see  any  reason 
why  a  mistaken  description  of  a  place  of  abode  should 
not  be  considered  an  insufficiait  description.  The  se^ 
tion  is  a  remedial  one^  and  should  be  oonstroed  liberally. 

Decision  affimed. 


January  29.      Ltckbtt,  Appellant,  and  Bright,  Kespondent 


nnHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  same 
revising  barrister  as  in  the  last  case. 
W.  E.  Luckett  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  jdm 
Bright  being  retained  on  the^ist  of  persons  endded  to 
vote  for  members  for  the  city  of  London^  in  respect  of 
the  occupation  of  a  house  No.  67,  Fleet  Street,  in  the 
parish  of  St.  Dunstan  in  the  West.     The  respondent,  to- 

puq>ose  for 

which  the  pre.    gether  with   Richard  Cobden,    George   Wilson^  A,  W. 

inises  were  ___ 

uken,  but  they  PatdtoHf  B.  B.  Moore,  and  p.  A.  Taylor,  were  jmnt 

were  in  fact 
used  for  the 

purposes  of  the  association.  The  rent,  and  the  servants  who  had  charge  of  the  praniNi 
were  paid  out  of  a  common  fund,  to  which  the  lessees,  and  many  other  membenof  the 
association  subscribed,  for  the  purpose  of  canying  out  the  objects  of  the  ■!■" '*■*'"■ 
Various  members  of  the  association  transacted  the  buainesa  of  the  aModatioii  upof  the 
premises,  and  the  lessees,  when  in  London,  resorted  to  them  daily,  and  traUMlid  tew 
partly  the  business  of  the  association,  and  partly  their  own.  The  reming  bairiatei  ktiipy 
decided  that  the  lessees  occupied  the  premises  as  tenants,  and  that  the  other  membcn  of  the 
association  did  not  jointly  occupy  as  tenants  with  the  lessete-  'JBeUf  tbit  as,  opoa  tteftdt 
stated,  the  lessees  had  the  right  to  occupy,  and  there  was  nothing  to  shew  that  tlifj  " 
occupy,  the  Court  could  not  do  otherwise  than  afllim  the  deeidoii. 


Six  persons, 
members  of  a 
political  asso- 
ciation, were 
the  joint  lessees 
of  a  house,  and 
were  alone 
liable  for  the 
rent  thereof. 
Nothing  was 
said  in  the 
lease  of  the 
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essees  of  the  said  house^  ei.  Fleet  Street^  under  a  1846. 
lemiae  for  the  tenn  of  three  yearg  from  the  29th  of  TZ^^ 
September  1843,  in  oonsideratioh  of  the  payment  of  a  ''' 

premium  of  \50hy  and  of  a  yearly  rent  of  200JL  The  said 
essees  were  the  only  persons  appearing  as  contracting 
parties  with  the  lessot,  or  liable  to  him  for  the  rent  of 
the  said  prenuses^  and  there  was  no  mention  in  the 
lease  of  any  other  parties,  or  of  the  purpose  for  which 
the  said  premises  were  taken.  But  it  appeared  in  evi* 
clence  that  the  whole  of  the  said  premises  were  used  for 
the  purpose  of  a  certain  voluntary  association  of  per* 
ions  styling  themselves  ^^  Hie  National  Anti'Com'Law 
League/*  and  that  more  than  twenty  other  parties, 
members  of  the  said  association,  subscribed  various 
rams  of  money  to  a  common  fund,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  objects  of  the  said .  association.  The 
respondent  and  his  said  co-lessees  were  also  subscribers 
to  the  said  common  fund.  The  rent  of  the  said  pre- 
nmes  was  paid  out  of  the  said  fund,  as  were  also  the 
various  servants  of  the  said  association,  who  had  charge 
of  the  said  premises.  Various  members  of  the  said 
association  transacted  the  business  of  the  said  associa- 
6on  upon  the  said  premises,  and  the  respondent  and  his 
co^lessees,  when  in  Londoriy  were  daily  upon  the  said 
premises,  transacting  there  partly  the  business  of  the 
said  association,  and  partly  their  own  affairs.  It  was 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  the  re* 
spondent  and  his  co-lessees  did  not  occupy  the  said 
house  as  tenants  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty- 
teVenth  section  of  the  2  W.  4*.  c.  45.,  or  that  if  they  did, 

*  ■ 
« 

die  sartie  was  jointly  occupied  by  them  and  the  said 
other  members  of  the  said  association  as  tenants,  and 
then  that  the  clear  yearly  value  of  the  said  premises 
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1846.  divided  amongst  the  members  and  the  said  oocnpien 
T^^  would  not  give  a  sum  of  not  less  than  10/.  for  eadi  and 
.7^^  every  such  occupier  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty- 
ninth  section  of  the  said  statute.  The  revising  barrister 
decided  that  the  respondent  and  his  co-lessees  did 
occupy  the  said  premises  as  tenants,  and  that  the  same 
were  not  jointly  occupied  by  them  and  the  other  roeoh 
bers  of  the  said  association  as  tenants,  and  retained  the 
name  otjohn  Bright  on  the  list,  as  well  as  those  of  hb 
five  co-lessees,  whose  cases  were  consolidated  with  the 
above. 

Grove  for  the  appellant.    It  is  not  denied  that  the 
respondent  and  his  co-lessees  were  tenants  of  the  pre- 
mises ;  but  it  is  submitted  that  they  did  not  occopy  ai 
tenants  within  the  meaning  of  the  twenty-ninth  section 
of  the  Reform  Act.     There  is  no  case  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  a  party  occupied,  where  he  did  not  him- 
self reside,  or  acquire  a  possessory  right  by  the  re- 
sidence of  his  family*     In  Bex  v.  Ditcheat{a\  which 
turned  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  '*  occupy  **  in  the 
Stat.  6  G.  4.  €•  57m  Littledale  J.  says,  <*  There  is  a  mi- 
terial  difierence  between  a  holding  and  an  occupation. 
A  person  may  hold  though  he  does  not  occupy;  a 
tenant  of  a  freehold  is  a  person  who  holds  of  aDotber: 
he  does  not  necessarily  occupy.     In  order  to  occupy,  a 
party  must  be  personally  resident  by  himself  or  his 
family."  (i)    In  Bex  v.  Si.  Nicholas,  Bockesier{c),ik 
learned    Judge    explained    those    observations   thos: 
**  What  I  am  reported  to  have  said  in  Bex  v.  Diidedt 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word  '  occupation»'  applies  to 

(a)  9  A  4-  C.  176.  (»)  Id.  183. 

(c)  SB.^Ad.  SS7. 
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I  constructive  occupation  only,  whiph  was  sufficient  to        1846. 
satisfy  the  statute  that  governed  that  case."     Admitting       luckwt 
that  a  constructive  occupation  would  satisfy  the  twenty- 
seventh  and  twenty-ninth  sections  of  the  Reform  Act,  in 
the  present  case  there  b  nothing  like  a  possessory  right, 
constructively  or  otherwise.     All  the  previous  cases 
have  proceeded  upon  something  like  an  exclusive  occu- 
pation, and  the  lessees  here  have  no  control  over  the 
premises.     The  servants  are  paid  out  of  the  funds  of 
the  association,  and,  therefore,  they  are  not  the  servants 
of  the  lessees,  but  of  the  whole  association.     [TYn- 
dal  C.  J.   The  case  does  not  find  that  the  other  mem* 
hers  of  the  association  transacted  business  at  the  house 
without  the  leave  of  the  lessees.]     The  rent  is  paid  by 
the  League,  as  well  as  the  servants,  and  the  lessees 
have  only  a  partial  user  of  the  house,  which  b  occupied 
by  the  whole  association.    ITindal  C  J.    The  lessees 
use  it  for  their  awn  purposes.']    At  all  events,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  if  tlie  lessees  occupy  at  all,  their  occupation 
is  joinL 

Weldy^  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon  by 
the  Court. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  the  Court 
can  say  that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong  in  the  de- 
dsion  which  he  gave,  and  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the 
facts  found  in  the  case,  that  he  was  not.  In  the  first 
place,  it  is  found  that  the  lease  of  the  house  in  ques- 
tion was  made  to  the  respondent  and  his  co*lessees. 
Then,  they  being  tenants  of  the  house,  there  are  facts 
quite,  sufficient  to  shew  their  occupation  in  that  charac- 
ter.   It  clearly  appears  that  when  in  London  they  jgp 
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1846.  to  the  house  as  o&en  as  they  piease^  and  that  Aey 
j^^jjyjj^  transact  there  not  only  the  bosineas  of  the  awnrwHnn^ 
-  ^*  but  also  their  own  bosiness. 

BEianb 

Maule  J.  The  revising  barrister  has  decided  tint 
the  six  persons  named  in  the  case  occupied  the  pre- 
mises in  question  as  tenants,  and  now  asks  us  whether 
he  was  wrong  in  coming  to  that  ooodusicm.  Now,  he 
appears  to  have  arrived  at  it  in  this  way :  the  respon- 
dent and  his  co-lessees  were  the  persons  to  whom  th& 
lease  was  made,  and  they  used  the  houses  when  in 
LondmC^  for  such  purposes  as  they  thought  fit.  IVom 
the  letting  and  the  using  the  barrister  has  mferred  an 
occupation  as  tenants,  and  I  think  it  was  by  no  means 
an  unreasonable  conclusicm. 

Cbesswbll  X  I  think  the  revising  barrister  acted 
rightly  in  retaining  the  names  in  the  list  of  voters. 
The  question  is,  whether  he  had  materials  to^  justify 
him  in  holding  that  the  parties  occupied  as  tenants.  It 
is  expressly  found  that  they  were  the  lessees  of  the 
house.  Then,  do  they  ocenpy  the  premises?  There 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  they  have  parted  with  the  right 
which  they  possess  as  lessees  of  turning  away  every 
one  of  the  servants  in  the  house,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  the  other  members  of  the  association  came  into 
the  house  against  the  will  of  the  lessees.  It  is  true 
that  there  is  a  common  fund  out  of  which  the  servants 
are  paid,  and  to  which  several  other  persons  besides 
the  lessees  contribute ;  but  there  is  nothing  in  die  case 
to  indicate  that  the  servants  can  remain  a  moment 
longer  than  the  lessees  think  proper.  It  appears  fur- 
ther, that  the  lessees  resorted  to  the  house  as  often  as 
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tfaey  pleased^  to  transact  there  their  own  business^  or  1846. 

that  of  the  association  of  which  they  were  members*  x-ucmti 
I  think,  therefore^  that  the  decbion  was  right* 


BmioHT.. 


Erle  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  definition  of  the  word  **  occnpation,"  which  would 
not  include  an  occupation  like  the  present 

Decision  affirmed. 
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Enowlss,  Appellant)  and  BBOOKma,  Respondent.  Februari^  23. 

TTPON  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  A  notice  of 

^^  .  .  objection  was 

.   James  Lancaster  Lucena^  Esq.,  the  revising  bar-  signed  by  the 

obiectop  n^th 

jrister  for  the  borough  of  Darlmouth^  the  following  facts  the  addition  of 

were  stated  by  him  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  S^hS"dJS^aa 

Join  Brookingf  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  J*  ^"  ?'  ^ 

^'  "^  tuneofsenring 

in  respect  of  property  occupied  within  . the  parish  of  **»« noticejthis 

SL  Saviottr\  in  the  said  borough,  objected  to  the  name  being  different 

111.  rr«t  from  that  which 

01  Join  Ejumies  being  retained  on  the  said  list.    The  appeared 

nocice  of  objection  sent  to  the  said  John  Knawles  by  xuune  upon  the 

the  said  John  Brooking  was  as  follows :  -—  jj^/^  ^    ~~ 

«  To  Mr.  John  Knawks.  ^^j^'^nd 

i**I  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  ^f^^^ 

name  beinir  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  notice  was  a 

°  *"  sufficient  com- 

voCe  in  the  electbn  of  a  member  for  the  borough  of  piiance  with 

CXytott^Dartmouth-'Hardness.  c.  is.  1. 17. 

^  Dated  this  22d  day  of  Ai^ust^  1845.  nL  10!  1?.^ 

(Signed)        "  John  Brooking,  ^^-  *^ 
^  Of  Higher^'Streetf  Darinumth,  on  the  list  of  voters 
.  for  the  parish  of  &.&moiii^&" 
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1846.  ^  nottce,  similarly  signed^  was  sent  by  the  said  J. 

g.    ^^        Brooking  to  the  overseers  of  &.  Saviotu^s*     The  place 
_    ^*  of  abod^  of  the  said  John  Brooking  was  stated  in  the 

Bbookimo.  ^ 

said  list  to  be  New  Road.  The  said  Jokn  Brooking  had 
offices  in  New  Boadj  and  a  servant  lived  in  the  house 
to  look  after  them ;  but  the  said  John  Brooking  did  not 
live  there  either  at  the  time  of  the  publication  of  the 
list  by  the  overseers,  or  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
notice.  The  said  John  Brookings  place  of  abode  was 
truly  described  in  the  notices  of  objection,  and  his  place 
of  abode  was  stated  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
of  St.  Petroch,  another  of  the  parishes  comprised  within 
the  said  borough,  to  be  in  Higher»street.  It  was  urged, 
on  behalf  of  the  said  John  KnawleSf  that  Johti  Brookings 
place  of  abode  in  the  notice  of  objection  ought  to  have 
been  the  same  as  that  stated  in  the  list  of  Si.  Savioio'Sf 
to  which  list  he  referred  in  the  notice.  On  behalf  of 
the  said  John  Brooking,  it  was  contended,  that,  by 
giving  his  true  place  of  abode,  he  had  followed  the 
forms  Nos.  10  and  11,  (Schedule  B),  referred  to  in 
the  seventeenth  section  of  the  Registration  Act,  6  Fid. 
c.  18.,  and  that  the  notices  were^  therefore,  sufficient. 

The  revising  barrister  decided  that  they  were  suf- 
ficient ;  and,  the  qualification  of  the  said  John  Knawks 
not  being  proved,  he  erased  the  name  of  the  said  John 
Kncndes  from  the  said  list.  The  question  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  the  said  J<An  Brook* 
in^s  statement  of  the  true  place  of  his  abode  in  the 
said  notices  was,  under  the  circumstances  hereinbefore 
stated,  sufficient  in  law  to  sustain  the  said  notices 
against  the  said  John  Kncndes.  If  the  Court  were  of 
that  opinion,  the  register  was  to  stand  without  amend- 
ment.   If  the  Court  were  of  a  contrary  opinion,  then 
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the  register  was  to  be  amended  by  inserting  the  names         1846. 
of  John  Knawles  and  the  other  persons.  Khowlm 

The  case  was  argued  (in  Michaelmas  termi  Novem' 
ber  20th)  by  Kinglake  Serjt  for  the  appellant,  citing 
Gadsbyy.  Warburton  (a). 

Manning  Seijt.  for  the  respondent* 
The  arguments  on  either  side  are  fully  stated  in  the 
elaborate  judgments  delivered. 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt. 

There  being  a  difference  of  opinion,  their  lordships 
now  delivered  their  judgments  seriatim. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  reserved  for  our  deter- 
mination by  the  revising  barrister  in  this  case  is,  whe- 
ther the  notices  of  objection  against  the  name  of  a 
person  being  retained  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
borough,  which  notices  were  signed  by  him  as  objector, 
with  the  addition  of  his  true  place  of  abode,  being  an- 

• 

other  and  a  different  place  from  that  mserted  against 
his  name  on  the  list  of  voters,  are  sufficient.  The 
revising  barrister  held  the  notices  to  be  sufficient ;  and 
although  the  question  may  be  subject  to  considerable 
doubt,  and  one  of  my  learned  brothers,  for  whose  judg- 
ment I  entertain  the  greatest  respect,  thinks  differ- 
ently, the  opinion  at  which  I  have  been  compelled  to 
arrive  is,  that  the  revising  barrister's  decision  was  right. 
The  forms  of  the  two  notices  upon  which  the  precise 
question  turns,  are  those  numbered  10  and  11  in  the 
schedule  (B)  in  the  Registration  Act  (6  Vict.  c.  18.), 

(a)  Ant^  p.  1S6. 
VOL*  I.  K  K 
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and  it  is  upon  the  oonstructioo  of  those  fanas  that  the 
question  must  mainly  turn.  But  it  may  recove  some 
light  irom  the  consideration  of  the  forms  Doinbeied  4 
and  5  in  schedule  (A)  of  the  same  act,  and  alao  iiroai 
the  same  forms  (since  repealed)  given  in  schedules  (H 
and  I)  of  the  statute  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  Tlie  forms  in 
question^  numbered  10  and  11  in  schedule  (B),  each 
concludes  thus :  *^  Signed  JL  B.  Iplace  of  abode]  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  /*  '  And  the 
f^ipeUant  contends  that  these  latter  words,  ^on  the  list 
of  voters  for  the  parish  of  "  operate  as  a  direc- 

tion or  requisition  to  the  objector  that  he  must  fill  up 
his  place  of  abode  by  inserting  the  place  of  abode 
which  is  against  his  name  in  the  list  of  voters.  The 
respondent,  on  the  other  hand,  contends  that  the  words 
mean  no  more  than  a  simple  allegation  that  the  ot^ector^s 
name  is  on  the  list  of  voters,  as  it  was  required  to  be 
by  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  statute  6  Vict,  c  1&; 
for  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  seventeenth  section 
requires  only  that  the  name  of  the  objector  shkll  have 
been  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough,  and 
that  he  shall  give  the  notice  of  objection  to  the  over^ 
seers  ^*  according  to  the  form  numbered  10  in  the 
schedule  (B),  or  to  the  like  eflTect;"  and  that  be  shall 
also  cause  to  be  given,  or  left  at  the  place  of  abode 
of  the  person  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the  said  list, 
'*  a  notice  according  to  the  form  numbered  11  in  the 
said  schedule;''  so  that  the  question  substantially  turns 
upon  the  construction  of  the  forms  so  referred  to,  and 
given  in  the  schedule. 

And  it  appears  to  me  that,  looking  at  the  concluding 
words  of  those  two  forms,  they  do  not  in  any  manner 
qualify  the  sense  of  what  had  preceded,  namely,  *<  place 
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of  abode,''  nor  in  any  manner  refer  to  the  place  of       1846. 
abode  contained  in  the  list  of  voters ;  but  that  the  whole  " 


sentence  is  satisfied,  if  the  true  place  of  abode  of  the      _  ^' 
objector  at  the  time  of  giving  the  notice  is  inserted 
therein.    The  words  between  the  parentheses  are  only        , 
^  place  of  abode;"  words  which,  taken  absolutely  and 
by  themselves,  and  in  their  natural  senses  would  denote 
the  then  place  of  abode  of  the  party  objecting ;  for  the 
words  between  the  parentheses  are  not  ^*  place  of  abode 
on  the  list  of  voters,"  which  would  necessarily  require 
the  construction  contended  for  by  the  appellant;  nor 
are  the  words  **  as  on  the  list  of  voters,"  which  latter 
form  would  have  also  necessarily  required  the  same 
construction ;  but  the  words  within  the  parentheses  are 
simply  <<  place  of  abode,*'  and  the  words  that  follow 
contain  a  separate  and  distinct  proposition  that  such 
tktme^  not  such  place  qfdbode^  is  to  be  found  on  the  list 
of  voters.     And  it  appears  to  me  to  confirm  this  con* 
stmctton  of  the  form  in  the  schedule,  that,  in  the  seven- 
teenth section,  which  gives  these  two  forms  of  notice^  the 
notice  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  parties  is  directed  to 
be  left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  perscm  objected  to, 
as  stated  in  the  list;  whereas  the  form  itself,  when  re- 
ferring to  the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector,  says  no 
more  than  *^  place  of  abode;"  and  as  the  form  itself 
may  be  considered  as  if  it  were  actually  inserted  in  the 
body  of  the  seventeenth  section,  this  distinction  in  the 
language  of  the  legislature,  with  respect  to  the  place  of 
abode  of  the  person  objecting,  and  that  of  the  person 
objected  to,  still  forther  sanctions  the  difierence  of  in- 
terpretation to  be  put  upon  the  two.     And  further, 
upon  referring  to  the  forms  of  the  corresponding  no- 

jrr  2 
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]S46c  tices,  as  given  by  Schedule  (A)  of  the  same  act,  in  the 
jTjj^^^^j^  case  of  objections  to  the  names  of  voters  being  retained 
upon  the  register  for  the  county,  this  view  of  the  subject 
appears  to  be  confirmed ;  for  Schedule  (A),  No.  4,  which 
is  the  form  of  notice  to  be  given  to  the  overseers,  contains 
two  columns,  the  first  headed,  *^  Christian  and  surname 
of  the  voter  objected  to,  as  described  in  the  list  or  re- 
gister ; "  the  second  column,  ^^  Place  of  abode  as  de- 
scribed.'' But  the  signature  of  the  objector  himself  is 
only  required  to  be  "  J.  B.  Ijdace  of  abode]f^  simply, 
and  nothing  more.  In  that  form,  therefore^  the  place 
of  abode  of  the  objector  must,  in  its  natural  sense,  be 
construed  the  place  of  abode  in  which  he  then  is,  and 
no  other ;  more  particularly  when  contrasted  with  the 
requisition  as  to  the  place  of  abode  of  the  party  objected 
to,  which  is  required  to  be  stated  as  described  in  the 
register.  The  form  which  immediately  follows.  Sche- 
dule (A),  No.  5,  which  is  to  be  given  to  the  party  ob- 
jected to,  leads  to  the  same  conclusion.  The  name  and 
place  of  abode  of  the  party  objected  to  are  required 
to  be  inserted  ^^  as  described  in  the  list;"  the  name 

of  the  objector  is  to  be  signed  "  A.  A,  of Iplace 

of  abode\j  on   the  register  of  voters   for  the  parish 

of .*'    It  is  this  form  of  notice  (No.  5)  to  which  the 

words  are  for  the  first  time  subjoined,  *^  on  the  list  of 

voters  for  the  parish  of .'*     In  all  the  preceding 

forms  of  notice  of  objection,  both  that  given  to  the 
overseers  (No.  4*),  and  also  in  the  forms  of  notice  given 
under  the  former  statute,  2  W.  4.  c.  45.,  the  signature  is 

directed  to  be,  "  A.  -B.,  of Iplace  of  abode},"  and 

nothing  more.  And  if  the  notice  of  objection  under 
the  statute  of  fF»  4.,  whilst  those  forms  remained  in 
force,  and  the  notice  of  objection  to  be  given  to  the 


IX.  VICTORIA. 


467 


overseers  under  Schedule  (A),  No.  4,  in  the  Registra- 
tion Act,  are  all  satisfied  by  adding  the  place  of  abode 
of  the  objector  at  the  time  named  (no  more  than  the 
simple  place  of  abode  being  required  by  any  words  in 
those  cases),  there  is  surely  nothing  in  the  reason  of  the 
thing  which  would  call  for  the  insertion  of  the  very 
same  place  of  abode  of  the  objector  as  that  in  the  list 
of  voters,  in  the  other  remaining  forms  given  by  the 
statute;  and  certainly  I  cannot  see  such  an  insertion  is 
made  necessary  by  the  enacting  words  of  the  statute,  or 
by  the  form  given  in  the  Schedule  (A).     The  words 
'*  on  the  list  of  voters  *'  appears  to  me  to  be  no  more 
than  a  direct  allegation  of  the  existence  of  the  fact 
which  has  been  made  essential  by  the  seventeenth  sec- 
tion, namely,  that  the  objector's  name  is  on  the  register 
for  the  county,  or  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  (as 
the  case  may  be),  a  fact,  the  truth '  of  which  may  be 
determined  by  the  overseers,  by  a  reference  to  the  re- 
gister or  list,  of  which  a  copy  is  in  their  custody ;  or 
l)y  the  party  objected  to,  by  his  inspecting  such  register 
or  list,  which  he  is  empowered  by  law  to  do.     And 
although  it  is  objected  that  if  a  new  description  is  given 
for  the  first  time  of  the  objector's  place  of  abode,  it 
must  give  rise  to  difficulty  or  confusion,  it  seems  a 
sufficient  answer,  that  no  real  difficulty  can  follow  un- 
less there  happens  to  be  more  than  one  voter  upon  the 
same  register  or  list  having  the  same  Christian  name 
and  surname ;  for  if  there  is  but  one,  then  it  must  be 
the  man  who  is  objected  to,  and  no  other,  however  the 
place  of  abode  is  described  ;  and  even  if  there  be  more 
than  one,  all  the  difficulty  will  be  removed  when  the 
proper  time  arrives,  namely,  when  the   case  comes 
before  the  revising  barrister,  at  which  time  the  identity 
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1846.       of  the  objector  must  be  made  out ;  and,  in  the  mean- 

Kmowus"^  ^™^  ^®  g^^"^  ^^^  ^"^^  place  of  abode  of  the  objector 
^*  must  afford  a  better  opportunity  of  inquiry  and  com- 

munication than  the  adding  of  the  old  pkce  of  abode, 
which  it  must  be  assumed,  from  some  cause  or  other,  is 
incorrect  at  the  time  of  giving  the  notice.  Upon  the 
ground,  therefore,  that  the  construction  above  given  of 
the  form  of  notice  appears  to  me  the  most  natnml  and 
simple,  and  thatMt  is  confirmed  by  the  headilig  of  the 
forms  above  adverted  to,  I  have  arrived  at  the  oondu* 
sion  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  is  right. 
I  forbear  to  enter  upon  an  examination  of  the  native 
convenience  or  inconvenience  of  either  decisioii,  not 
only  because  they  appear  to  me  to  be  nearly,  if  not  quite, 
balanced,  but  because  I  think  that,  unless  there  is  some 
preponderance  in  that  respect,  our  determination  ought 
to  rest  on  the  words  of  the  statute  itself. 

CoLTMAN  J.  In  this  case  the  question  has  been 
fiilly  stated  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  I  concur 
with  him  in  the  opinion  he  has  expressed  on  the  sub- 
ject, and  in  the  reasons  which  he  has  assigned  for  it.  I 
am  not  able  to  see  any  considerable  advantage  which 
the  one  construction  contended  for  has  over  the  other, 
and  therefore  I  think  the  most  plain  and  natural  mean- 
ing is  that  which  ought  to  be  adopted ;  and  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  words  **  place  of  abode,"  at  the  bottom  of 
the  form  No.  10  of  Schedule  (B),  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  do,  in 
their  natural  sense,  mean  his  true  place  of  abode,  and 
must  be  so  understood,  unless  there  are  some  words  of 
qualification  added  to  them.     The  following  words  **on 

the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of ^,**  do  describe  a 

quality  of  the  objector  himself,  but  not,  as  it  seems  to 
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le,  a  qaality  of  the  place  in  which  he  lives.     John        1846. 
hvokingj  the  objector,  is  truly  said  to  be  on  the  list  of 
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oters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Saxriaur;  but  it  cannot  be  _  ▼• 
aid,  with  any  propriety  of  language,  that  Higher  Street^ 
^arimouihj  is  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Sf, 
*ao$aur.  If  the  intention  of  the  act  had  been  to  require 
be  otgector  to  state,  not  his  true  place  of  abode,  but 
lie  place  of  abode  described  in  the  list,  it  would  have 
ftid  so  in  plain  terms,  and  the  form  would  have  been 
LB.  ** on  die  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  ,** 

nth  the  parenthesis  **  {place  of  abode  as  described  on  the 
jl),^  or  to  that  e£Pect.  And  I  am  the  rather  led  to 
\ua  conclusion  I  have  come  to  from  the  use  of  terms  to 
lat  effect  in  the  forms  in  Schedule  (A),  Nos.  4  and  5, 
le  words  used  in  No.  4  being,  **  place  of  abode  as^de- 
cribed,''  and  the  words  in  No.  5  being,  **  place  of  abode 
s  described  in  the  list."  The  reasons  for  the  construe- 
on  I  have  put  on  the  forms  in  question  have  been 
Iready  stated  with  so  much  distinctness  by  my  lotd, 
lat  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  add  any  thing  fur- 
ler,  except  to  say  that  I  fully  concur  in  those  reasons 

Erle  J.  I  concur  in  the  judgment  and  the  reasons 
Bsigned  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice.  The  appellant's 
intention  that  the  words  **  on  the  list  of  voters  "  &c. 
p(dy  to  the  place  of  abode,  and  that  the  form  in  ques- 
on  is  to  be  understood  to  mean  ^*  A.  B.,  described  on 
le  list  of  voters  &c.  to  be  of  the  place  of  abode,"  ap- 
gars  to  me  to  be  open  to  several  objections.  First,  that 
le  words  must  be  altered  before  they  express  this 
leaning,  whereas  they  are  capable  of  a  sensible  appli- 
(Ubn  without  any  alteration.  Secondly,  when  so 
Itered,  they  contain  an  immaterial  statemrat,  wheseas, 
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1846.        if  applied  to  the  person,  they  are  material  to  shew  bis 
Kkowlm      qualification.     Thirdly,  it  gives  different  meanings  to 
the  same  words   in   two  acts  in  pari  materid;  and 
fourthly,  if  the  described  place  of  abode  had  been  in- 
tended, these  words  would  have  been  used,  for  they 
are  used  on  several  occasions  in  both  statutes,  where 
the  writer  of  a  notice  is  referred  to  the  list   for  the 
place  of  abode  of  another  person  whom  he  may  not 
know  otherwbe  than  from  the  list ;  but  the  words  in 
question  in  other  instances  denote  the  true  place  of 
abode  of  the  writer,  which  he  is  presumed  by  the  legis- 
lature to  be  able  to  give  without  difficulty.     I  cannot 
discover  any  good  effect  from  requiring  the  place  of 
abode  as  described  in  the  list,  instead  of  the  true  place. 
If  communication  is  contemplated,   the  true   place  is 
best     If  the  name  occurs  only  once,   the  identity  is 
clear,  without  referring  to  place.     If  the  name  occurs 
twice,  the  objector  is  identified  at  the  revision,  which  is 
as  early  as  can  be  useful,  if  no  communication  is  in- 
tended.     If  pretended  objectors  are  to  be  guarded 
against,  there  would  be  no  security  from  requiring  th 
place  to  be  transcribed. 


Maule  J.  (a)  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  o 
the  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  oiDartnundhj  wh 
held  that  the  notices  of  objection  which  had  been 
to  the  overseers,  and  to  the  person  objected  to,  wer 
sufficient.      These  notices  concluded  with  the  wor 
"  (Signed)  John  Brookings  oi  Higher  Sireety  Dartmouth 
on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  5/.  Saviouf%^  th 
place  of  abode  of  the  objector,  as  mentioned  in  the  lis^ 

(a)  This  judgment  was  read  by  SHe  J.,  in  the  absence  of  the  learnc**^ 
Judge  by  whom  it  was  prepared,  i 
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of  voters  referred  to,  being  New  Boad,  and  not  Higher        1846. 

Street;  and  the  fact  being,  that,  although  he  had  offices      Z 

in  New  Boadj  his  place  of  abode  was  Higher  Street.  v* 

Baookimg, 
The  notices  were  objected  to,  on  the  ground  that  they 

omitted  the  place  of  abode  as  mentioned  in  the  list  re- 
ferred to.  The  act  6  Vict.  c.  18.  requires,  in  sect  IS., 
the  overseers  of  every  parish  in  a  borough  to  make  out 
lists  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  according  to  forms 
numbered  S  and  4  in  Schedule  (B),  and  that  the  Christian 
name  and  surname  of  each  person  on  the  lists  shall  be 
written  at  full  length,  together  with  the  place  of  his 
abode,  and  the  nature  of  his  qualification.  The  forms 
numbered  S  and  4  have  columns  for  the  Christian  and 
surname  at  full  length,  and  for  the  place  of  abode. 
Section  17  gives  to  any  person  whose  name  shall  have 
been  inserted  in  any  list  of  voters  for  a  borough  a 
power  to  object  to  any  other  person  as  not  having  been 
endtled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  any  list,  and  pro- 
vides, that  he  shall  give  notices  of  objection  according 
to  the  forms  numbered  10  and  11  in  Schedule  (B).   The 

forms  Nos.  10  and  11  conclude  thus :  <<  Dated  this 

day  of ,  .     (Signed)  A.  B.j  of  —  {place  of 

abode']j  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of-  .^ 
And  the  question  is,  whether  this  provision  as  to  the 
notices  has  been  complied  with ;  in  other  words,  whether 
a  notice  is  sufficient,  which  wholly  omits  all  mention  of 
the  place  of  abode  of  the  objector  as  it  appears  in  the 
list  of  voters.  For  the  appellant  it  was  insisted,  that 
this  section  of  the  act  required  that,  at  all  events,  the 
place  of  abode  of  the  objector,  as  it  appeared  on  the 
list  of  voters  to  which  the  notice  refers,  must  appear  on 
the  notice,  whether,  in  case  of  mistake  in  the  list  of 
voters^  or  change  of  abode  since  it  was  made  out,  it 
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184>6#        might  or  might  not  be  necessary  to  add  a  mention  of 
^~Kkowleb      ^^®  place  of  abode  at  the  date  of  the  objectioD.     For 
^   ^*  the  respondent  it  was  contended,  that  the  place  of  abode 

required  to  be  mentioned  was  that  at  the  date  of  the 
objection,  and  that  the  act  did  not  require  any  mention 
of  the  objector's  abode  as  it  appeared  on  the  list  of 
voters.  As  the  question  to  be  decided  depends  upon 
the  construction  of  the  seventeenth  section  of  staL  6  Vict, 
€•  \S^  and  of  a  notice  drawn  in  the  form  therdn  pre- 
scribed, it  may  be  convenient  to  consider  the  general 
nature  and  purpose  of  the  act  in  which  the  section  in 
question  occurs.  The  act  of  2  W.  4>.  c.  45*9  **  To 
amend  the  Representation  of  the  People  in  Bf^andBSuSi 
Wales!*  contained,  as  incidental  to  the  important  changes 
which  it  made,  certain  provisions  for  the  roistering  of 
persons  entitled  to  vote  for  members  of  paiiiament 
These  provisions  having  been  found  insufficient,  the  act 
of  6  Vict.  c.  18.  was  passed,  of  which  the  prindpal  ob- 
ject was  to  make  a  new  set  of  regulations  for  forming 
registers  of  voters.  This  act  accordingly  made  many 
additions  to,  and  alterations  in,  the  provisions  relating  to 
registration  of  the  act  of  William  i  among  which  are  to 
be  noticed,  first,  that  the  act  of  William  gives,  in  sect  39, 
the  power  of  objecting  to  a  name  being  retained  on  a  list 
of  voters  in  counties,  not  only  to  persons  on  the  register, 
but  to  those  who  have  claimed  to  be  inserted  in  a  list  of 
voters,  whether  they  have  actually  been  inserted  or  not ; 
while  the  act  of  Victoria^  by  sect.  7,  confines  such 
power  of  objecting  to  persons  whose  names  are  on  the 
register ;  secondly,  that,  in  the  forms  given  for  lists  of 
voters,  of  claimants,  and  of  persons  objected  to  in  cities 
and  boroughs,  in  the  act  of  WiUiam^  no  mention  of  the 
place  of  abode  is  required,  except  in  the  case  of  fireemen, 
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and  of  rights  of  voting  not  depending  upon  property ;  1846. 
irhile  in  the  case  of  county  voters,  the  place  of  abode  ""^ 
was  always  to  be  inserted;  so  that,  in  a  borough  re-  ^.^[^ 
^ter  formed  under  that  act,  many  voters  would  be 
described  by  their  Christian  and  surnames  only,  without 
any  addition  of  place  of  abode.  This  is  altered  by  the 
net  of  Victoria^  which  requires,  that,  in  all  cases,  with- 
out exception,  both  in  counties  and  boroughs,  the  place 
of  abode,  as  well  as  the  name,  shall  appear  on  the  list. 
A  third  alteration  is  in  the  form  of  notices  of  objection, 
which,  under  the  act  of  William^  did  not  contain  any 
statement  that  the  objector  was  on  the  register,  or  was 
a  claimant  in  a  county,  or  was  on  a  list  of  voters  in  a 
borough ;  and  did  not,  in  any  other  manner,  shew  that 
he  was  one  of  the  class  of  persons  to  whom  the  right  of 
objecting  belonged.  The  act  of  Victoria^  in  all  cases, 
with  one  exception  (to  be  hereafter  noticed),  requires 
the  objector  to  describe  himself  as  on  the  register  or 
list  of  voters,  and  to  refer  particularly  to  the  parish  on 
the  register  or  list  The  object  of  these  alterations 
probably  was,  to  identify  the  persons  mentioned  in  the 
list  more  completely,  so  as  to  enable  those  whom  it 
concerned  to  know,  easily  and  certainly,  who  the  per- 
sons named  were,  and  to  enable  the  party  objected  to, 
by  referring  to  the  list  or  portion  of  the  register  men- 
tioned in  the  notice,  to  ascertain  whether  the  objector 
had  shewn  himself  to  have  a  right  to  object;  and,  in 
case  of  its  not  appearing  that  the  objector  had  such 
right,  to  enable  him  safely  to  disregard  an  objection, 
which  the  revising  barrister  would  be  bound  to  treat  as 
not  sufficient  to  call  upon  him  to  prove  his  qualification. 
The  alterations  are  not  only  well  adapted  to  effect  these 
purposes,  but  are  also  in  conformity  with  the  law,  which. 
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1846.       in  many  cases,  has  made  it  necessary,  and  with  general 
Kmowlks      convenience,  which  in  most  cases  has  made  it  usual,  to 
Bbooxing.     identify  a  person  by  means  of  his  Christian  and  sur- 
name, and  of  his  place  of  abode;  and  they  are  also  in 
conformity  with  the  rule  which,  in  case  of  a  special 
authority  or  power  to  be  exercised  in  wriUng,  requires 
that  the  writing  should  shew  that  the  person  assuming 
to  exercise  it  is  one  of  those  to  whom  it  belongs.    The 
form  of  notice,  before  referred  to,  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  that,  under  the  act  of  Victoria^  all  forms 
of  notices  of  objection  require  the  objector  to  describe 
himself  as  on  the  register  or  list,  confirms  the  view, 
that  the  intention  of  these  forms  is,  to  enable  the  party 
objected  to  to  refer  with  ease  to  the  list  or  roister,  to 
ascertain  whether  the  objector  is  to  be  found  upon  it 
That  exception  is  the  form  No  4  in  Schedule  (A)  of  the 
act  of  Victoria^  which  form  is  not  for  a  notice  to  the 
party  objected  to,  but  to  the  overseers  in  a  county. 
This  form  concludes  with  the  words  *^  A*  B.  [^place  of 
abodclj^  without  any  statement  of  the  objectors  being 
on  the  register.     Now,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the 
overseers  have,  as  such,  no  concern  with  the  question, 
whether  the  objector  is  on  the  register,  or  not.     By 
sect.  8  of  the  act  of  Victoria^  they  are  required  to  pub- 
lish a  list  of  all  persons  against  whom  notice  of  objec- 
tion has  been  given  to  them ;  and,  by  sect  84,  to  bring 
the  original  notices  to  the  revising  barrister,  who,  and 
not  the  overseers,  is  to  judge  of  their  sufficiency.     The 
overseers  have  no  interest  or  duty  resting  on  them  to 
ascertain  whether  the  objector  is  on  the  register;  a 
reference  to  it  could  not  assist,  and  might  embarrass 
them,  as  it  might  be  considered  as  calling  on  them  to 
refer  to  the  regbter  for  the  whole  county.     And  this 
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view  is  in  conrormity  with  sect  3  of  the  act,  which  re-        1846. 
quires  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  send  to  the  overseer  a       kkowlm 
copy  of  such  part  only  of  the  register  as  relates  to  his 
parish ;  thus  treating  him  as  a  person  who  can  have  no 
concern  with  the  parts  of  the  register  relating  to  other 
parishes. 

It  was  not  denied,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  that 
the  notices  in  question  ought  to  contain  an  assertion  of 
the  right  to  object;  but  it  was  contended,  that  that  right 
was  sufficiently  stated  in  the  words  *^  on  the  list  of  voters 

for  the  parish  of ; "  and  that  the  preceding  words 

"  A»  B.  of  — —  [place  of  abode"},**  were  not  intended 
as  a  statement  of  the  name  and  addition  of  the  objector 
as  inserted  in  the  list,  but  of  his  name  and  addition  at 
the  time  of  signing  the  notice.  It  is  material,  on 
this  part  of  the  discussion,  to  observe,  that  the  imme- 
diate subject  of  inquiry  is,  what  is  the  meaning  of  a 
notice  filled  up  according  to  the  form ;  for  it  is  such 
notice,  and  not  the  form  itself,  that  is  sent  to  the  party 
objected  to.  The  want  of  adverting  to  this  has,  I  think, 
produced  some  confusion.  The  form  of  notice  has  the 
words  ^*  place  of  abode  "  in  italics,  within  a  parenthesis, 
between  the  words  "  A.  B.  of*  and  the  words  "on  the 
list  of  voters ; "  but  this  parenthesis  is  not  to  be  retained 
in  the  notice  when  drawn,  but  is  only  meant  to  shew 
that  the  words  within  them  are  not  to  be  the  very 
words  in  the  notice,  but  are  only  a  direction  as  to  what 
those  words  shall  be.  This  is  manifest  from  the  word 
^'  of"  in  the  form  not  being  within  the  parenthesis ;  so 
that  a  notice  drawn  according  to  the  form,  would,  to 
take  an  example,  for  the  sake  of  clearness,  run  thus : 
^^John  Smithy  of  Broad  Street,  on  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  parbh  of  St.  Maryi*  without  any  parenthesis.    And 
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IS46*  the  question  i^  how  a  notice,  in  these  wordsy  should  be 
Kwowus  understood.  It  is  a  mistake  to  treat  it  as  if  the  paren- 
„   ^'  thesis  were  retained. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  r%ht  to  object  does  noty 
since  the  act  of  Victoria^  depend  on  the  right  to  votei  or 
the  right  to  be  on  a  list ;  for  a  person  may  have  a  right 
to  vote,  or  to  be  on  a  list,  and  yet  have  no  xif^t  to 
object,  if,  in  bcU  his  name  is  not  inserted  in  a  list;  or 
he  may  have  no  right  to  vote,  or  to  be  cm  a  list,  and  yet 
may  have  a  right  to  object,  in  respect  of  being,  in  fact, 
on  a  list  The  right  to  object,  therefore,  being  entirely 
dependent  on  some  one  entry  in  a  list  of  voters,  whedier 
the  name  and  place  of  abode  be  correctly  stated  in  sach 
entry  or  not,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  construction  of  the 
forms  is  more  conformable  to  the  general  rules  of  law, 
and  to  the  intention  of  the  act  of  Victoria^  which  re- 
quires the  notices  to  point  out,  distinctly,  which  of  all 
the  entries  in  the  list  is  that  which  is  relied  on  as 
the  foundation  of  the  right  to  obgect;  thus,  not  merely 
cluming  the  right,  or  making  a  general  assertion,  from 
which  it  might  be  inferred,  but  (in  conformity  with  the 
rule  which  prevails  with  respect  to  die  exercise  of 
powers  or  authorities  by  writing),  shewing,  in  particular, 
the  fact  on  which  the  right  depends,  and  enabling  the 
voter  to  ascertain,  by  a  simple  inspection  of  the  list  re- 
ferred to,  whether  the  right  to  object,  which  is  relied  on, 
does  really  exist  A  minute  consideration  of  the  terms 
of  a  notice,  drawn  according  to  the  form,  confirms  this 
construction ;  the  natural  and  obvious  meaning  of  the 
words  *<on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  &•  Mofy/* 
following  the  words  ^^Jokn  Smith,  of  Broad  Sh-eei**  (to 
use  the  same  example  as  before)  is,  that  *<  Jokn  SmiA  *^ 
and  **  Broad  Street  ^  are  mentioned  in  the  list  as  the 
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Dame  and  place  of  abode  of  a  voter,  and  not  that  the        1846. 
objector  is  a  person  whose  present  name  and  place  of      khowlw 
Eibode  are  ^John  Smith  of  Broad  Street^**  bat  whose 
name  and  place  of  abode  on  the  list  may  be  the  same 
or  di£ferent    It  can  hardly  be  denied,  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  parenthesis,  the  words  *^  on  the  regbter  of 
iroters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary^  are  left  to  operate,  in 
like  manner^  on  the  whole  clause  which  precedes  them  •— 
^^Mm  Smiihf  of  Broad  Street i^  or  they  operate  on  no 
part  of  it ;  for  it  seems  very  difficult  to  contend  that  they 
operate  differently  on  the  words  <*  John  Smiihy^^  and  on 
the  intervening  words  of  ^  Broad  Street^**  so  as  to  mean 
that  the  name  of  the  voter  on  the  list  was  *^  John  Smithy* 
but  not  to  mean  that  the  place  of  abode  on  the  list  was 
*^  Broad  Street  ;**  and,  accordingly,  it  was  argued  for  the 
respondent,  that  the  words  ^<  on  the  list"  &c.  did  not  im- 
port ihat  either  the  name  ^'  John  Smith  "  or  the  place  of 
abode  ^^  Broad  Street^**  was  mentioned  in  the  list;  and 
that  is,  certainly,  a  more  reasonable  construction  than 
that  which  treats  the  words  *^  on  the  list"  &c.  as  operating 
on  the  words  ^^John  Smithy**  and  as  having  no  operation 
on  the  intervening  words  **  of  Broad  l^reet ;  "  which 
construction  seems  to  rest  on  a  tacit  but  erroneous  ap- 
plication of  the  parenthesis,  which  is  found  in  the  form, 
to  the  words  of  the  actual  notice^  in  which  it  is  not 
Ebund.    That  the  notice  b  to  be  understood,  not  merely 
AS  affirming  that  the  objector  is  on  the  list  of  voters, 
and  therefore  has  a  right  to  object,  but  as  referring  to 
a  particular  entry,  is  further  confirmed  by  the  forms 
requiring  the  notices  to  specify  the  particular  list  on 
which  the  objector  is  to  be  found.    If  it  were  intended 
as  a  mere  assertion  of  a  right  to  object,  it  would  be  suffi- 
cient to  states  that  the  objector  was  on  a  list  of  voters  finr 
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184*6«  the  borough  ;  and,  in  the  corresponding  case  in  coun- 
Xkowlis  *^®^»  ^^*^  ^®  objector  was  on  the  register,  withoat  saying, 
as  is  required  by  Schedule  (A)  No.  5,  for  what  parish. 
As  the  particular  list  is  referred  to,  it  is  natural  that  the 
particular  entry  itself  should  also  be  referred  to,  each 
reference  being  in  furtherance  of  the  same  object. 

It  was  contended  for  the  respondent  that,  by  the  con- 
struction contended  for  by  the  appellant,  a  voter  who 
might  wish  to  communicate  with  the  objector,  might  be 
prevented  doing  so,  in  the  case  of  an  objector  whose 
present  place  of  abode  was  different  from  that  on  the 
list  referred  to,  whether  this  difference  arose  from  error 
or  from  change.  But  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  act 
contemplated  any  such  communication :  it  does  not  au- 
thorize or  require  it ;  it  imposes  no  duty  to  mak^  nor 
confers  any  right  on  the  maker  of,  any  such  communi- 
cation. But  if  it  did  contemplate  such  oommunicatioo, 
such  communications  must  probably  be  very  rare. 
The  cases  of  error  and  change  are  a  very  small  portion 
of  the  whole  number  of  cases;  and  such  errors  or 
changes  as  would  prevent  the  objector  being  reached  by 
a  letter  directed  to  him,  at  his  abode,  as  mentioned  in 
the  list,  must  be  a  very  small  portion  of  the  whole 
number  of  cases  of  error  and  change ;  and  it  may  be 
observed  that,  in  the  case  now  in  judgment,  no  such  in- 
convenience did  arise.  The  legislature,  in  the  much 
more  important  case  of  the  service  of  a  notice  of  ob- 
jection— the  giving  of  which  is  essential  to  the  objector's 
right,  and  the  receipt  of  it,  to  the  voter's  defence— has 
considered  that  it  is  sufficient  to  send  the  notice  to  the 
abode  mentioned  in  the  list  Indeed,  the  general  scope 
of  the  act  of  Victoria  seems  to  be,  that,  for  all  purposes 
connected  with  registration,  the  description  on  the  list, 
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both  by  name  and  place  of  abode,  shall  be  taken  to  be        1846. 
the  true  description;  and  the  effect  of  this  provision    "kTwliT" 
would  probably  be,  that  every  voter  who  took  an  in-    ,^^^ 
terest  in  elections  would  take  care  that  notices  &c.  di- 
rected  to  him  at  his  abode  on  the  list  should  be 
forwarded  to  him.    But  even  supposing  that  it  were 
the  object  of  the  act  to  enable  the  party  objected  to  to 
communicate  with  the  objector,  the  distinct  statement  of 
the  right  on  which  the  objector  relied  is  a  much  more 
important  and  principal  one.     If  the  first-mentioned  of 
these  purposes  be  one  which  the  notice  was  intended  to 
effect,  it  may  be  that,  in  cases  of  error  and  change  of 
abode,  the  notice  should  specify  the  accurate  or  present 
description  of  the  voter  and  his  abode,  as  well  as  that 
on  the  list  of  voters ;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  he  may 
omit  all  mention  of  his  abode  as  stated  in  the  list 

An  argument  was  drawn  from  the  form  No,  5,  in 
Schedule  A,  where,  in  the  beginning  of  the  notice,  the 

form  was :  **  To  Mr. of [here  inseti  the  name 

and  place  of  abode  of  the  person  objected  to  as  described  in 
the  list]  " :  and  at  the  end  the  form  is — <<  S^ned  A.  B. 
of  [place  of  abode]  on  the  register  of  voters  for  the 

parish  of ** :  in  the  same  words  as  in  the  forms  in 

question,  only  putting  **  register  '*  for  "  list  of  voters." 
Here,  it  is  said,  the  insertion  of  the-  words,  **  as  de- 
scribed in  the  list,"  in  the  first  part  of  the  notice,  and 
the  omission  of  the  words  ^'  on  the  re^ster,"  in  conneo- 
tion  with  the  words  ^<  place  of  abode  "  within  the  paren- 
thesis, in  the  last  part,  shews  that  the  place  of  abode  in 
the  last  part  is  not  to  be  that  on  the  register.  But  the 
insertion  and  omission  of  these  words  may  be  otherwise 
accounted  for.  In  the  first  part  the  place  of  abode  is 
mentioned  in  the  address  of  the  notice,  ^  To  Mr. 

VOL.  I.  L  L 
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1846.        of **;  and  there  are  no  such  words  as  "  on  the 

jr^^j^^j^      register  of  voters  for  the  parish  of ^,"  which  occur 

^    T*  .in  the  last  part  of  the  notice,  and  which,  as  I  have 

before  shewn,  refer  .to  the  place  of  abode  as.  tbiit  men*- 
tioned  in  the  register,.  In  this  last  part  it  would  be 
superfluous  to  put  within  the  parenthesis,  *^as  de- 
sciibed  on  the  registei:,''  because  ^*  on  the  register  cf 

voters  for  the  parish  of "  expresses  the  saine  things 

Widi  reg^ird  to  the  comparative  conveni^nbe  in 
practice  of  the  two  constructions,  there  seems*  no  doobl 
ih$t  that  of  the  appellant  is  to  be  preferred.  It  enaUes 
the  party  objected  to,  and  the  fevisuig  barrister,  easily 
to  ascertain  by  inspection  of  the  notice  and  list^  wifbotit 
any  extrinsio  evidence,  whether  the -notice  is  safficient^ 
jna^mucfa  as,  on  this  constroction,  where  the  place  of 
abode  Jn  tlie  nddce  is  the  same  as  on  the  roister,  no 
<|ue9tipn  of  law  of  fact  can  be  made  as  to  its  vialtdity ; 
whereas,  if  the  respondent's  constructionist  plrevail; 
many  questions  of  law  may  probably  arise  as -to.  what  is 
a  sufficient  description  in  the  notice  of  the  place  of 
abode,  whether  the  county,  parish,  or  [iost  town  b  to 
be  mentioned ;  and  these  will  be  the  mpre  nuiberous 
and  doubtful,  from  the  uncertainty  of  what  the  object 
was  for  which  '  the  insertion  of  the  present  place  of 
abode  was  required  by  the  act ;  tod  in  all  cases  it  must 
be  a  matter  of  evidence,  and  may  be  6ne  of  controversy^ 
before  the;  revising  barrister,  whether  the  place  of  abode 
be  in  fact  truly  stated  in  the  notice.  It  was  also  sug^- 
gested  that  the  identification  of  the  voter  by  ho^  place 
of  abode  pn  the  list  would  be  untiecessary  in.  a  notice  df 
objection,  exeept  in  the  case. of  two  voters  of  the  same 
name  being  on  the  list :  but  'this,  is  no  answer  to  the 
arguipent  arising  from  th^  convc^ieoce  of.lbe  nileref' 


IX.  VICTORIA. 


481 


quiring  identification  by  Christian  name,  surname,  and 
place  of  abode;  all  three  may  be  necessary  in  some 
cases,  and  they  are  required  in  all,  for  the  sake  of  uni- 
formity, simplici^,  and  convenience. 

I  think,  for  these  reasons,  that  a  due  consideration  df 
the  principles  of  law  which  are  applicable  to  the  case, 
of  the  general  intent  of  the  R^^tration  Act,  and  of  the 
true  meaning  of  those  particular  provisions  which  relate 
to  notices,  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  appellant's 
construction  of  the  notices  is  the  true  one,  and  that  it 
avoids  great  practical  inconvenience  which  would  arise 
from  adopting  that  of  the  respondents;  and,  conse- 
quently, that  the  decision  of  the  revbing  barrister  ought 
to  be  reversed. 

Decbion  affirmed  {a). 


1846. 

Knowlis 

V. 

Beookino. 


(a)  Wills,  Appellant,  and  Adet,  Respondent. 


[Eader  Term.] 


This  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of  Frederick  WUham   New  Sarum 

Slade,  Esq.,  tbe  revising  barrister  for  the  borough  of  New  Sarum.  comprises  part 

of  tbe  parish  of 
Tbe  case  stated  that  the  parliamentary  borough  of  New  Sarum  com-   pigj^g^^f^ 

prised  tbe  following  parishes  or  places,  tiz.    The  Liberty  of  the  Oose,    Anger^  in  which 

tbe  sereral  parishes  of  A.  7%omas,iS».  J?dmiituf  and  l».ikfaHtl^  part  of  the   l^^'^Ji*fu^ 

ton  Streetm 
parish  of  Fuherian  Anger,  and  part  of  the  parish  of  Mtfford.     The  re-        ^  party 

spoiident,  Charles  Adey,  had  served  the  appellant  with  a  notice  of  objection,   whose  name 

in  which  he  described  himself  as  «  of  the  parish  of  FUherUm  Anger,   ^  ^^  ^?  ^"^ 

^        .,  .        •  of  voters  for 

in  tbe  said  boroupi,  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  FUherton  ^j^  parish,  his 

Anger,**  place  of  abode 

The  respondent's  name  appeared  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  ^\^*^®"  ^®" 
in  the  election  of  members  for  the  borough  in  respect  of  property  occu-    pithgrton 

pied  within  the  parish  of  FUherUm  Anger,  (as  follows) :  Street,  served 

a  notice  of 
objection  in 
which  he  de- 
scribed himself 
as  "of the 
parish  of  F,  A. 
in  the  said 
borough,  on  the 
list  of  voters 
for  the  said 

ptrishof  J^.il*    No  other  person  of  the  saineiuuaM  was  oa  the  list  for  thai  parish«<---iSrtfA^ 

thai  the  notice  was  sufficient 


1 

Cbriftian  Name  and 
Suinaaie  of  each 
Voter. 

Place  of  Abode 

Nature  of 
QoaliflcatioD. 

street.  Lane,  or  other 
like   Place  In  this 
Parish    where   the 
Property  !•  situate. 

Caiaries  Adey* 

fisherton  Street 

House     and 
Garden. 

Fisherton  Street 

LL  2 
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Kkowlks 

r. 
BaooxiNfl. 


It  appeared  that  the  parish  of  JTuherion  Anger  contained  a  street  called 
FuheHon  Street,  and  that  there  was  no  other  person  of  the  name  of 
Charles  Adey  upon  the  list  of  voters  for  that  parish.  It  was  oljected  on 
behalf  of  (he  appellant  that  the  description  of  the  respondent's  place  of 
abode  in  the  notice  of  objection  was  insufficient ;  and  it  was  contended 
that  he  should  have  described  his  place  of  abode  to  be  **  FbkerUm  Siweet^ 
as  described  in  the  list  of  voters,  and  not  of  "  the  parish  of  FiAerUm, 
Anger  **  alone.  The  revising  barrister,  however,  held  the  notice  to  be 
sufficient,  and  the  name  of  the  appellant  was  erased  from  the  list,  upon 
liis  not  appearing  to  support  his  qualification. 

The  case  was  argued  in  BUtuy  term  (January  SI )  bj 


Kmgjbke  Scijt.  (Jf.  T.  Atkuuon  with  him),  for  the  appellant,  re- 
ferring  to  Gadsby  v.  Warburion  (a),  and  contending  that  the  description 
in  the  notice  of  objection  should  be  the  same  as  that  in  the  list  of  voCen, 
it  being  the  only  mode  of  identifjing  the  objector. 


Arnold,  control,  submitted  that  the  notice  could  not  mislead  the  party 
objected  to,  as  the  objector's  place  of  abode  was  reaHy,  as  described  in 
the  notice  of  objection,  in  the  parish  of  Fiskerion  Anger,  and  it  was  found 
in  the  case  that  there  was  no  other  person  of  the  objector's  name  upon 
the  list  for  tlmt  parish.  He  cited  Tudball  v.  Tke  Town  Ckrk 
Brittol  (b). 


Xinglake  Seijt.  replied. 


Cur,  ede. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  intimated  that  this  case  must  be  considered 
decided  by  Knowles  v.  Brooking. 

'  "  Decision  affirmed. 


(a)  Ante,  p.  ISG. 


(6)  Antd,  p.  7. 
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C  OLViLL,  Appellant,  and  Wood,  Respondent.      February  23. 

AT  a  Court  held  before  T.  J.  Phillips,  Esq.,  the  re-  The  Wr  annual 
rent  of  pre- 
vising  barrister  for   the   borough  of  Chatham,  a  mises  is  the 

consolidated  appeal  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  of  their  « dear 

Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  following  facts :  —      within  Itat 

George  Htiben  and  miliam  JoUeif  were  objected  to,  f  g^^  ^j^^^' 

as  not  beinir  entided  to  have  their  names  retained  on  the  S!?**?  *°^r 

o  deductiona  for 

list  of  voters  for  the  borouc^h  of  Chatham.     It  appeared  ^»<^*o'^*f  >^ 

«=»  "^  *  pair*  or  in* 

that  each  of  them  claimed  to  be  so  entitled  in  respect  surance. 
of  a  house  in  the  parish  of  Chatham,  and  that  they  had 
respectively  occupied  such  houses  during  the  required 
period  at  the  yearly  rent  of  10/.,  exclusive  of  rates  and 
taxes,  and  that  there  was  no  special  agreement  between 
them  and  their  respective  landlords  as  to  repairs  or  in- 
surance. It  further  appeared  that  the  said  rent  of  10^ 
was  in  each  case  the  fair  rent  of  the  premises.  In  sup- 
port of  the  objections,  it  was  contended  that  the  proper 
measure  of  a  clear  annual  value  of  a  house,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  stat  2  tVs  4.  c.  45.  s.  27*,  was  not  the 
rent  for  which  such  house  would  let  to  a  tenant,  but  the 
amount  of  such  rent  after  deducting  therefrom  the 
average  annual  expense  of  landlord's  repairs  and  in- 
surance,  and  consequently  that  the  houses  in  question 
were  not  of  the  clear  annual  value  of  10/.  The  revising 
barrister,  however,  was  of  opinion  thai  the  fair  annual 
rent  was  the  proper  criterion  of  value  wiihout  any  such 
deduction,  and  the  right  of  the  parties  to  be  retained  on 
the  list  being  established  in  all  other  respects,  they 
were  retained  accordingly. 

XX  d 
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COLVILL 
T. 

"Wood. 


Kinglake  Serjt  for  the  appellant  (in  Hilary  term, 
January  15.)  The  ^^  clear  yearly  value ''  of  premises,  if 
a  proper  construction  be  put  upon  those  words  in  the 
twen^-seventh  section  of  the  Rdbrm  Act,  does  not 
mean  the  amount  of  rent  for  which  they  are  let  by  the 
landlord.  Tlie  rent  is  merely  evidence,  not  the  crite- 
rion, of  value.  The  ^^  value "  intended  by  the  act  is 
the  value  of  the  premises  to  the  landlord,  not  to  the 
tenant,  whose  title  to  vote  rests  upon  the  occupation  of 
premises  which  are,  to  the  landlord,  ^^  of  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  not  less  than  10^"  The  word  ^^  clear  ^  shews 
that  some  deductions  for  disbursements  were  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  legislature,  such  as  the  chai^ges  neces- 
sary to  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  which  must  come 
out  of  the  pocket  of  the  landlord.  It  is  impossible  to 
estimate  the  clear  yearly  value  of  premises  to  a  tenant. 
The  value,  therefore,  must  be  considered  with  reference 
to  the  owner  of  the  premises.  This  construction  of  the 
act  is  borne  out  by  the  language  used  in  former  statutes. 
The  Stat  8  Hen.  6.  c.  7.  confers  the  franchise  upon  such 
persons  as  <' shall  have  free  land  or  tenement  to  the 
value  of  405.  by  the  year,  at  least,  above  all  charges.** 
Again,  the  stat  18  G.  2.  r.  1 8.  5. 5.  enacts  that  no  person 
shall  vote  for  a  county  *^  without  having  a  freehold 
estate,  in  the  county  for  which  he  votes,  of  the  dear 
yearly  value  of  405.,  over  and  above  all  rents  and 
charges  payable  out  of,  or  in  respect  of  the  same.'* 
If,  therefore,  the  freeholder  has  a  mortgage  on  his 
estate,  which  reduces  the  annual  value  below  405.,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  a  vote.  \Cresswell  J.  You  will  hardly 
contend  that  if  the  owner  of  a  house  in  a  borough  were 
to  grant  a  rent-charge  out  of  it,  which  would  make  the 
annual  value  to  him  less  than  10/.,  the  tenant  would  be 
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thereby  disqualified  from  voting.     If  so,  there  is  no        1846* 
analogy  between  the  present  case,  and  the  provisions  of    ""7^ 
the  Stat.  8  H.  6.  and  stat  18  G.  2.1     It  is  obvious  that  ^• 

Wood. 

^^dear  annual  value"  must  mean  something  different 
from  ^*  annual  value,"  and  it  is  submitted  that  the  words 
imply  the  net  amount  of  rent  received  after  deductions 
for  repaurs  and  insurance.  iJYndal  C.  J.  Why  should 
any  thing  be  deducted  for  insurance?  Many  landlords 
are  their  own  insurers.]  The  question  will  then  turn 
opon  the  repairs,  without  which,  the  premises  would,  in. 
process  of  time,  become  of  no  value  at  all.  There  is  a 
dose  analogy  between  the  cases  which  have  been  de- 
cided upon  the  stat.  Id  &  14  Car.  2.  c.  12.  s.  1.  and  the 
present.  The  authorities  are  collected  in  Burris  Justice^ 
tiL  '*  Poor  "  {a)i  and  shew  that  the  yearly  value  must 
not  be  estimated  by  the  rent  of  the  premises,  which  may 
be  worth  more  or  less  than  the  amount  of  rent  paid. 
Rex  V.  Southwold  {b)j  South  ^denham  v.  Lamerton{c). 
In  Rex  V.  Tomlinson  (d)y  Bayley  J.,  delivering  judgment^ 
says,  *^  In  the  case  of  houses,  the  annual  profit  or  value 
is  always  a  part  only  of  the  annual  rent  paid  to  the  land- 
lord. Some  portion  of  that  rent  ought  to  be  set  apart 
to  form  a  fund  for  repairing  or  building,  when  neces-^ 
sary ;  in  other  words,  to  maintain  or  reproduce  the  sub* 
ject  of  occupation."  And  in  Rex  v.  Lord  Oranville  (e) 
Parke  J.  observed,  *^  The  annual  value  is  part  only  of 
the  annual  rent;  some  portion  of  that  rent  should  be 
considered  applicable  to  repairing  and  replacing  the 
uijuries."  Suppose  there  were  two  houses  of  the  same 
kind  let,  the  one  for  8^  and  the  other  for  10/.,  the  dif- 

• 

(a)  P.  801. ;  29th  ed.  (6)  Burr.  S.  C.  14a ;  S  Stra.  1127. 

(c)  1  Stra.  57. ;  2  BoU*t  P.  L.  128. 

(rf)  9B^^C.  166.  W  9  B.  j- ,C.  188. 
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1846*       ference  being  occasioned  by  the  tenant^  in  the  latter 
CoLviLfc       c*^s®>  executing  the  repairs;  there  the  right  to  vote 
Wood.       couId  not  arise  out  of  the  occupation  of  the  house  let 
for  SLf  and  there  is  no  ground  for  conferring  the  fran« 
chise  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  the  other.   Another 
mode  of  testing  the  meaning  of  ^^ clear  yearly  value"  is 
to  compare  these  words  with  those  found  in  the  Paro- 
chial Assessments  Act,  6  &  7  i^  4.  c.96.  &  K    The 
statute  enacts,  that  all  rates  shall  be  made  on  the  *^net 
annual  value  ^  of  the  property  rated.    These  words  are 
an  exact  equivalent  for  *^  clear  yearly  value,''  and  the 
interpretation  given  to  them  by  the  act  is  this,  —  **  that 
is  to  say,  of  the  rent  at  which  the  same  might  reasonably 
be  expected  to  let  from  year  to  year,  free  of  all  usual 
tenants'  rates  and  taxes,  and  tithe  commutation  rent- 
charge,  if  any,  and  deducting  therefrom  the  probable 
liverage  annual  cost  of  th^  repairs^  insurance^  and  other 
(expenses,  if  any,  necessary  to  maintain  them  in  a  state 
to  command  such  rent."     Tlie  rateable  value  of  pre- 
mises would,  therefore,  seem  to  be  a  fair  criterion  of 
their  *^  clear  yearly  value,"  and  assuming  them  not  to 
be  insured,  the  charges  for  repairs  must  at  least  be  de- 
ducted, which,  in  the  present  case,  would  reduce  the 
value  of  the  premises  below  10/.  a  year. 
No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 

In  this  case  the  point  of  law  reserved  by  the  revising 
barrister  for  our  determination  was,  whether  in  the  case 
of  a  person  claiming  the  right  to  vote  for  a  borough  by 
reason  of  the  occupation  of  a  house  as  tenant,  the  fair 
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annual  rent  was  the  proper  criterion  of  value  without        1846. 
deducting  therefrom  the  average  annual  expense  of  land-       CwJfuL 
lord's  repairs ;  and  we  are  of  opinion,  the  revising  bar- 
rister was  right  in  holding  the  fair  annual  rent,  without 
making  such  deduction,  to  be  the  clear  yearly  value 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27. 

It  was  indeed  contended  before  the  revising  barrister, 
not.  only  that  the  average  annual  value  of  the  landlord's 
repairs  should  be  deducted  from  the  rent  paid  by  the 
occupier,  but  the  landlord's  expense  of  insurance  also* 
But  this  latter  appears  so  plainly  to  be  a  voluntary 
charge  on  the  part  of  the  landlord,  who,  if  he  thinks 
right,  may  be,  and  very  often  is,  his  own  insurer,  that 
we  declared  our  opinion  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
that  the  insurance  never  could  be  held  a  necessary  de- 
duction in  order  to  ascertain  the  clear  yearly  value  of 
the  premises.  And  we  think  the  same  as  to  the  deduc- 
tion of  the  landlord's  repairs. 

This  is  the  case  of  the  occupier  of  a  house  as  tenant^ 
who  pays  a  rent  of  10/.  pet  annum  exclusive  of  rates 
and  taxes,  that  is,  so  far  as  the  tenant  is  concerned,  a 
clear  yearly  rent  to  the  landlord  of  10/.  per  annum. 
But  tlie  statute  requiring  that  the  house  must  be  of  the 
clear  yearly  value  of  10/.  per  annum,  in  order  to  confer 
a  qualification,  it  is  undoubtedly  not  enough  to  find 
that  the  tenant  pays  a  rent  of  that  amount ;  for  it  is 
manifest  such  rent  is  not  necessarily  the  measure  of 
the  true  value ;  the  rent  may  be  exorbitant,  and  such 
as  no  other  tenant  would  give;  or  it  may  have  been 
fraudulently  fixed  at  that  sum  in  order  to  acquire  tlie 
vote»  It  is  necessary,  therefore,  in  order  to  satisfy  the 
statute,  to  shew  further  that  the  house  is  of  tliat  clear 
yearly  value,  and  for  that  purpose  it  is  found  in  the 
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1846*  case  before  us  that  lOL  per  annum  is  the  &ir  rent  of  the 
CoLWLL  premises.  And  whether  this  is  the  proof  of  the  dear 
yearly  value  is  the  question  before  us. 

There  is  some  difficult  id  ascertaining  the  true 
meaning  of  the  act  in  the  use  of  this  expression.  When 
the.  right  to  vote  depended  as  it  did  formerly  on  pro* 
perty  only,  there  was  no  difficult  in  discovering  the 
clear  yearly  value.  Thus,  where  the  stat.  8  Hen.  6. 
c.  7*  ordained  that  the  knights  of  the  shires  should  be 
chosen  by  people  *^  whereof  every  one  shall  have  firee 
tenement  to  the  value  of  40s.  by  the  year  at  the  least 
above  all  charges;''  and  again,  where  the  18  G*  2. 
r.  18.  5.  5.  has  enacted  that  no  person  shall  vote  with- 
out having  freehold  **  of  the  dear  yearly  value  of  40i., 
over  and  above  all  rents  and  charges  pajrable  out  of  or 
in  respect  of  the  same,"  it  was  easy  to  prove  the  yearly 
value  to  the  owner,  more  especially  when  the  sixth  sec- 
tion of  the  latter  act  had  defined  the  nature  of  the 
charges  intended  to  be  deducted,  by  enacting  that  ^  no 
public  or  parliamentary  tax,  nor  any  rate  or  assessment 
whatever,  should  be  deemed  to  be  any  charge  payable 
out  of  or  in  respect  of  any  freehold  estate  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act."  But  in  the  present  case  the  l^s- 
lature  has  created  a  new  qualification  for  voting; 
namely,  that  of  the  occupier,  as  tenant,  of  a  house  of 
the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less  than  10/.;  applying  to 
the  case  of  the  tenant  a  description  or  definition  which, 
in  strictness  of  language,  and  under  former  enactments, 
belonged  exclusively  to  the  owner  of  the  property.  For, 
in  strict  propriety  of  language,  although  the  rent  may 
be  a  fair  criterion  of  the  value  to  the  landlord^  it  cannot 
be  so  to  the  tenant ;  the  value  in  the  case  of  the  latter 
depending  on  the  use  to  which  he  puts  it,  the  profit  be 
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makes  by  his  occupation,  and  other  circumstances  that 
exbt  in  each  case,  quite  independently  of  his  paying 
lOL  a  year  rent  to  the  landlord.  But  we  think  it  ob* 
vious  the  legislature  could  never  have  intended  that  the 
right  of  a  tenant  to  vote  should  depend  upon  calculations 
so  nice,  artificial,  and  difficult  of  application.  And 
although  it  may  not  be  easy  to  give  efi*ect  to  all  the 
words  of  the  section,  we  think  they  may  well  bear  the 
meaning,  that  where  a  house  is  occupied  by  a  tenant  at 
the  clear  annual  rent  of  10/.,  if  such  house  is  fairly 
worth  that  rent  to  any  one  wanting  to  occupy  it,  if  the 
house  would  generally  fetch  such  rent,  the  occupation 
is  that  of  a  house  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  not  less 
than  lOLf  so  far  as  the  tenant  is  concerned.  For  we 
think  the  legislature  intended  that  any  person  who  is  in 
such  a  condition,  both  as  to  credit  and  circumstances, 
as  to  be  allowed  by  the  owner  of  a  house  which  is  fairly 
worth  the  clear  sum  of  10/.  to  rent  by  the  year,  to  be- 
come his  tenant  thereof,  is  a  fit  person  also  to  have  a 
vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  of  parliament  for  a 
borough.  ^ 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  we  were  referred  to 
cases  of  rating  under  the  Settlement  Act,  13  &  14  Car.  2. 
c.  12.  But  we  think  the  appellant  can  derive  no  benefit 
from  those  cases.  The  rateable  value  of  property  has 
generally  been  considered  that  which  it  would  fairly  let 
for,  the  tenant  bearing  all  such  public  burdens  as  by 
law  attach  to  his  occupation.  And  in  consequence  of 
disputes  as  to  the  principle  upon  which  properties  more 
or  less  perishable  should  be  rated,  the  statute  6  & 
7  W*  4.  c.  96.  was  passed,  and  that  statute  prescribed 
the  mode  of  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  all  kinds 
of  property,  viz.  that  it  should  be  the  net  annual  value 
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left,  after  making  certain  deductions  specified  in  the  act, 
from  the  rent  that  could  be  obtained  for  it ;  and  if  we 
had  found  in  the  2  J^  4.  r.  45.  s.  27.  the  expression 
<^  rateable  value,'*  we  must  have  ascertained  such  value 
by  applying  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  6  8c  7  JF»  4.  r.  96. 
But  the  expression  which  we  have  to  construe  is  ^'  clear 
yearly  value,"  without  any  direction  as  to  the  mode  of 
ascertaining  it  The  consideration  of  these  statutes, 
therefore,  made  entirely  diverso  intuitu  does  not,  as  we 
conceive,  militate  against  the  principle  we  have  laid 
down  as  that  which  ought  to  give  us  the  interpretation 
of  the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  2  W.  4/r.  45*  And. 
for  these  reasons  we  think  the  decision  of  the  revising 
barrister  is  to  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirme^^ 


Fdfruttfy  23.      JuDSON,  Appellant,  and  Luckett,  Respondentrr:^* 


«  Part  of  •  A  T  a  Court  held  before  Thomas  James  AmoUL 

house"  is  •  J\.  ...  ^^ 

sufficient  de-  the  revising  barrister  for  the  city  of  London^  Wm 

scription  of  an  iii. 

occupier*!  qua.  iMckett  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  JF.  H. 

for  a  city  or  being  retained  on  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote 

h^X^meiming  ^^^  election  of  members  for  that  city,  in  respect  of  d 

^^Ac^'^o-^  occupation  of  part  of  a  house,  22,  Cannon  Street^  in 

The  name  of  parish  of  St.  Swit/iin,  London  Stone.     The  revising 

the  Undlord  of    *^^  ^ 

a  house  was  on   rister  expunged  the  name  of  the  said  W.  H.  Judson  fro 

the  rate,  with 

the  house  &c.     the  Said  list,  subject  to  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
and  the  tenant's  mou  Pleas,  upon  the  following  case:  — 

name  was 

under  that  of  the  landlord,  but  nothing  was  carried  out  against  the  name  of  the  tenant, 
were  the  two  names  connected  by  a  bracket  or  otherwise.— JETe/J,  that  the  tenant  was  rai 
for  the  house  (a). 

(a)  See  Pariente  t.  Lvcketi,  ant^  p.  441. 
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It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  that        1846. 
the  qualification  of  the  appellant,  as  stated  in  the  said       j^,^^ 
Ibt^  was  insufficient  in  law  to  entitle  him  to  a  vote,  and 
therefore  the  revising  barrister  must  expunge  the  name 
of  the  appellant  under  the  fortieth  section  of  the  6  Vict. 
c.  18. ;  and  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  the  qualifi- 
cation, as  stated  in  the  said  list,  was  sufficient,  or,  if  not, 
the  description  of  the  premises  in  the  occupation  of  the 
appellant,  as  part  of  a  house,  was  a  mistake,  which 
could  be  proved  to  have  been  made  in  the  said  list, 
which  mistake  the  revising  barrbter  by  the  same  section 
had  power  to  amend.    The  revising  barrister  thereupon 
received  evidence  of  the  actual  nature  of  the  appellant's 
qualification,  and  it  was  proved  that  he  occupied  as  a 
place  of  residence  the  upper  part  of  the  said  house  and 
the  kitchen,  having  a  distinct  and  separate  entrance 
thereto,  of  the  key  whereof  he  had  the  exclusive  pos- 
session.   His  landlord  occupied  the  ground  floor  as  a 
shop,  having  a  distinct  and  separate  entrance  thereto. 
The  appellant's  name  was  in  all  the  poor-rates  made  in 
the  said  parish,  in  the  year  ending  Slst  of  Jidy  1845, 
under  that  of  his  landlord ;  but  nothing  was  carried  out 
against  the  name  o£  the  appellant,  nor  were  the  names 
of  the  appellant  and  his  landlord  connected  by  bracket 
or  otherwise  in  the  rate-book.     The  assistant-overseer 
of  the  parish  stated  in  his  evidence,  that  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  overseers  in  putting  the  appellant's  name 
on  the  rate-book,  to  rate  him.  It  was  further  contended 
on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  that  the  appellant  was  not 
rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor*    The  revising  barrister 
decided  that  the  qualification  of  the  appellant  as  stated 
in  the  said  list,  was  insufficient  in  law  to  entitle  him  to 
vote,  and  that  he,  the  revising  barrister,  bad  no  power 
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to  change  the  description  of  the  said  qualification ;  and 
further,  that  the  appellant  was  not  duly  rated.  If  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  decision  was 
wrong  upon  both  points,  the  name  of  the  appellant  was 
to  be  re-inserted  in  the  said  list  of  voters  as  follows : — 


WiUmm  Heniy 
Judflon. 

S2f  Camion  ftreet 

Home. 

S89  Cannon  street 

WekJy  for  the  appellant  (in  Hilary  term,  Januaty 
26).  Wright  v.  TTie  Town  Clerk  of  Stockport  {a)  and 
Score  V.  Huggett  {b)  are  decisive  authorities  to  shew  that 
an  exclusive  occupation  of  part  of  a  hous^  is  soflSdent 
to  confer  the  franchise.  If  so,  the  party  had  a  ri^t  to 
describe  his  qualification  as  it  was  in  fact,  and,  there- 
fore, there  was  no  necessify  for  any  alteration  10  the 
register.  But,  supposing  the  description  to  be  insuf- 
ficient, the  revising  barrister  had .  power  to  correct  it 
under  the  fortieth  section  of  stat.6  Vict.  c.  18.  Either 
it  is  a  mistake  within  the  first  part  of  the  clause,  or,  at 
all  events,  it  is  nothing  more  than  an  insufficient  de- 
scription of  the  qualification,  which  was  supplied  by 
evidence  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  barrister.  In  Danid 
V.  Camplin  (c),  where  a  party  was  on  the  list  of  voters 
in  respect  of  a  house  which  he  occupied  jointly  with 
another  person,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  necessary  to 
state  the  fact  of  the  joint  occupation  in  the  list  of  voters. 
It  was  also  argued  in  that  case  that  the  barrister  had  power 
to  amend  the  description  of  the  qualification ;  but  the 
point,  though  raised,  was  not  formally  decided.  In  the 
course  of  the  argument,  however,  Tindal  C.  J.  observed, 


(a)  Antdyp.SS. 
(0)  Ant^p.964. 


(6)  Ant^,  p.  198. 
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**^  He  (the  revising  barrister)  may  alter  the  description        1 846. 


(a)  Ante,  p.  268.  (6)  Antd,  p.  S64. 

(c)  Antdy  p.  S28.  ((Q  Ant^  p.  SSa 

(«)  Ant^  p.  32. 


liUcncmt 


for  the  purpose  of  more  clearly  defining  the  qualifica-^  ■— — 

tion»"  (a)  As  to  the  rating,  the  objection  turns  upon  ^  ▼• 
the  omission  of  a  circumflex  connecting  the  name  of  the 
tenant  with  that  of  the  landlord.  It  is  clear  that  the 
latter  is  rated  in  respect  of  the  house,  and  the  fair  in- 
fisrcsioe  from  an  inspection  of  the  rsie  is,  that  they  iu'e 
jointly  rated  for  the  premises; 

*    '  •  • 

Grcve,  contra.  In  Daniel  y.Cdmplin  {b)  there  wAs  a 
8u0icient  statement  of  the^^nature  of  the  qualification,'^ 
which,  as  hud  down  by  the  Court  in  HitAins  v.  Braum  {c) 
means  the  genlis  of  qualification  hi  riespect  of  which  thd 
vote  is  cluimed.  Daniel  v.  CouUting  (d)  is  to  the  same 
dfect  There,  a  building  which  bad  been  formerly  used 
as  a  dwelling-house,  but  was  at  the  time  used  for  ware-* 
housing  good^,  and  for  workshops  &&,  was^  held  to  be 
pn^erly^  described  by  the  word  ^'liouse.^'  But  the 
jdescription  '^  part  of  a  bouse  "  does^  not  apply  to  any  of 
th0  qualifications  enumerated  in  the  twenty-seventh 
section  of  the  Reform  Act,  ^'  house,  warehouse,  count-i 
iitg-bQiise,  shop,  or  other  building."  The  qualification, 
therefore,  as  described  in  the  list  of  voters,  being  a 
different  qualification  from  those  required  by  the  act, 
the  reidsing  barrister  had  no  power  to  correct  it; 
With  regard  to  the  rating,  th^re  is  nothing  carried  out 
opposite  the  appellant's  name,  to  shew  in  respect  of 
what  property  he  is  rated.  In  Wright  v.  The  Tcnmi 
CUrh  of  Stockport  {e)  the  case  expressly  states  that  in  the 
Ta|e*book  the  kndlolrd  and  all  the  tenants  appeared  to 


49*  HILARY  VACATION, 

1846.        be  rated  jointly.    Moss  v.  The  Overseers  of  &•  Michael^ 
Lichfield  (a)  was  also  cited. 


JuDSOir 

LUCKETT. 


Welsby  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vidt. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  nature  of  the  qualifi- 
cation in  respect  of  which  the  appellant  claimed  toTote^ 
appeared  on  the  list  of  voters  made  out  by  the  overseers 
as  *^  part  of  a  house."  The  revising  barrister  held  the 
description  to  be  insufficient,  and  the  first  question  re- 
served for  our  determination  is,  whether  such  descrip- 
tion was  sufficient  in.  point  of  law*  We  have  already 
held,  in  more  than  one  mstance,  that  there  may  be  an 
occupation  of  a  part  or  a  portion  of  a  house  so  com* 
pletely  separated  from  the  residue  as  to  constitute  the 
occupation  of  a  house  as  tenant,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  twenty-seventh  section  of  the  stat  2^4.  c;45.; 
and  in  this  case  no  question  is  raised  as  to  the  occupa* 
tion  being  sufficiently  separate  in  that  respect,  bat 
solely  on  the  point  whether  the  description  of  the  qua- 
lification on  the  list  is  sufficient ;  and  we  think  it  is 
sufficient  The  description  is  precisely  true,  in  bet, 
according  to  the  common  understanding  of  the  words, 
and  still  may  denote  such  a  house  as  will  confer,  and, 
as  we  must  take  it  in  this  case,  does  confer  a  qualifi- 
cation* It  becomes,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  second  point  reserved,  namely,  whether  the  revising 
barrister  had  the  power  of  amending  under  the  fortietb 
section  of  the  Registradon  Act*  The  third  point  re- 
served was  as  to  the  rating.    It  appeared  that  the  land- 

(a)  Antd,  p.  184. 


LUCKBIT. 
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ord  occupied  one  part  of  the  house  and  the  appellant  1646.  , 
he  other  (no  question  being  before  us  as  to  the  suf-  ^^^^ 
idency  of  the  occupation),  and  that  the  landlord's 
lame  was  on  the  rate,  with  the  house  opposite  to  his 
lame,  and  the  appellant's  name  under  that  of  the  land- 
ord ;  1)ut  nothing  was  carried  out  against  the  name  of 
he  appellant,  nor  were  the  names  connected  by  bracket 
>r  otherwise,  and  on  this  state  of  facts  the  barrister  held 
he  appellant  not  to  be  properly  rated.  But  we  think 
ipon  these  facts  it  appears,  that  the  name  of  the  appel- 
ant is  on  the  rate  as  a  person  charged,  and.  that  a  rate 
ID  made  would  be  construed  to  charge  the  appellant  in 
respect  of  the  premises  inserted  opposite  to  the  land- 
lord's name  in  the  line  above,  just  as  effectually  as  if 
the  word  ^Mitto"  had  been  inserted,  or  a  bracket  had 
been  used.  We  therefore  think  the  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister  is  wrong  on  both  these  points,  and 
that  it  must  be  reversed,  and  the  name  of  the  appellant 
restored  to  the  list. 

Decision  reversed. 
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February  23.    MuRRAT,  Appellant,  and  Thobnilet,  Respondent. 


Actual  pos- 
session of  a  rent- 
charge,  within 
the  meaning  of 
Stat.  2  miL  4. 
c.  45.  t.  26.  is 
the  actual  ma- 
nual receipt  of 
the  rent  itself, 
or  some  part  of 
it,  or  of  some- 
thing in  lieu 
of  it. 

Therefore, 
where  a  rent- 
charge  was 
created  by 
deed,  dated 
January  1845, 
whereby  the 
first  payment 
was  to  become 
due  on  the  1st 
of  January 
1846  ^Beld, 
that  the  grantee 
was  not  entitled 
to  be  registered, 
as  having  been 
in  the  actual 
possession 
thereof  for  six 
calendar 
months  pre- 
vious to  the  last 
day  of  July, 
pursuant  to 
that  statute. 


nPHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decbion  of  WVliam 
YardJey^     Esq.,    the    revising    barrister    for   the 
northern  division  of  Cheshire^   who  stated  the  follow- 
ing case :  — 

John  Thomiley  objected  to  the  names  of  Jama 
Murray  and  William  M^ConnM  being  retained  in  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  township  of  Siockporf^  in  respect 
of  the  qualification  following : 


Nature  of 

» 

Name. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Where  iitaHte^Jbe.| 

James  Murray. 

Apsley  Place, 

Undivided  share 

Giles        Boiy, 

Ardwick, 

of      freehold 

Joseph  Buiy, 

Manchester. 

rent-charge. 

and  Hkmuss 
Steel  owners 
of  the  pro- 
perty out  of 
which  same  ii 
issuing,  situ- 
ate No.  15, 
Higher  HQl- 
gate,  Stock- 
port. 

William  M<ConneU. 

The  Polygon, 

Undivided  share 

Giles        Bury, 

Ardwickf 

of      freehold 

Joseph  Bury, 

near  Man- 

rent-charge. 

and    Thomas 

chester. 

Steel  owners 
of  the  pro- 
perty out  of 
which  same  b 
issuing,  situ- 
ate No.  15, 
Higher  Hill- 
gate,  Stock- 
port. 

A  grant  and  conveyance  to  the  said  James  Murray 
and  William  M^ConneU^  and  their  heirs,  of  a  rent  of 
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SL  Ss,9  issuing  out  of  a  freehold  land  of  adequate  1846.  ' 
value,  was  produced,  dated  the  29th  of  January  1845.  MmAT~ 
This  rent-charge  had  been  created  by  a  deed  dated 
the  28th  of  January  1845,  by  which  it  was  granted  as 
follows :  —  "  One  clear  yearly  rent-charge,  or  sum  of 
SL  Ss^  on  the  1st  of  January  in  every  year,  the  first 
payment  to  become  due  and  be  made  on  the  1st  of 
Jamuny  then  next  ensuing." 

It  was  objected,  that  a  rent  was  an  incorporeal  here- 
ditament, and  as  such  was  not  capable  of  being 
possessed,  except  by  the  act  of  receiving ;  or  that,  at 
all  events,  'the  claimants  could  not  be  said  to  be  pos- 
sessed,  or  in  the  actual  receipt  of  the  rents  until  it 
became  due;  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  first  payment 
of  the  said  rent  would  not.  become  due  nntil  the  1st  of 
January f  1846,  the  claimants  had  not  been  possessed 
of  the  hereditaments,  in  respect  of  which  they  claimed 
to  be  registered,  for  six  calendar  months  previous  to 
the  last  day  of  July^  1845,  as  required  by  the  2  JV.  4. 
C.45.  &26. 

The  dedsion  upon  the  whole  case  was  that  the  names 
of  the  said  James  Murray  and  William  M^Connell  should 
be  expunged  from  the  list  of  claimants  for  the  said 
township;  and  the  decision  upon  the  point  of  law 
in  question  was,  that  the  said  claimants  had  not  been 
possessed,  or  in  the  actual  receipt  of  the  said  rent- 
charge,  in  respect  of  which  they  claimed  to  be  regis- 
tered, for  six  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the 
last  day  otjufy,  1845. 

Cockbum  (with  whom  was  Kinglake  Seijt),  for  the 
appellant  (in  Hilary  term,  January  22.).     The  stat. 
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1846.        2  ^«  ^-  ^*  ^^'  ^*  2^*  enacts  that  no  person  shall  be  regis* 
71  ~  tered  as  a  person  entitled  to  vote  for  a  coanty  "  in 

▼^  respect  of  nis  estate  or  interest  in  any  lands  or  tene- 

mentS)  as  a  freeholder,  copyholder,  customary  tenant, 
or  tenant  in  ancient  demesne,  unless  he  shall  have 
been  in  the  actual  possession  thereof,  or  in  the  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  for  his  own  use,  for 
six  calendar  months  at  least  next  previous  to  the  last 
day  of  July  "  in  each  year.  The  question  is,  there- 
fore, whether  the  parties  were  not  '*  in  the  actual 
possession ''  of  the  rent«charge  for  six  months  before 
the  3 1st  day  ofJuh/j  and  it  is  submitted  that  they  had 
such  possession.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to 
prevent  occasionality,  and  therefore  it  is  required  that 
the  qualification  shall  have  existed  at  least  six  calendar 
months,  and  that  the  estate  shall  have  been  in  the 
actual  possession  of  the  party  qualified,  where  the 
subject-matter  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  admit  of  iL 
But  a  rent-charge  is  an  incorporeal  hereditament,  of 
which  no  actual  possession  can  be  taken.  The  moment 
the  rent-charge  was  created  the  title  was  complete,  and 
no  subsequent  payment  can  amend  that  which  is  already 
perfect.  The  fact  that  the  first  payment  of  rent  was 
not  to  become  due  till  the  1st  of  Januafy^  1846,  has, 
therefore,  no  bearing  upon  the  case. 

Welshy  {ChanneU  Serjt.  was  with  him)  for  the  re- 
spondent. The  words  **  actual  possession**  in  the  twenty- 
sixth  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  as  applied  to  incor- 
poreal hereditaments,  must  be  construed  to  mean  an 
**  actual  seisin.*'  Now,  there  can  be  no  actual  seisin  of 
rent  until  there  has  been  some  payment  on  account  of 
it,  or  until  the  day  of  payment  has  arrived.    In  GiUfcrt 
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on  Hents  (a),  the  law  is  thus  laid  down :  "  A  rent* 
charge  and  a  rent-5£'c^*  differ  only  in  this,  that  the  gran- 
tee has  a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  the  former  with- 
out an  actual  seisin^  but  not  for  the  latter;"  and  in 
pointing  out  in  what  cases  a  writ  of  assize  will  lie,  the 
learned  author  says  ^^  This  writ  of  assize  restores  the 
party  to  the  actual  seisin  in  the  freehold;  *  *  *  and 
consequently  the  party  that  brings  this  writ  must  found 
it  upon  an  actual  seisin^  of  which  he  has  been  divested, 
for  otherwise  this  remedy  is  not  commensurate  to  his 
case.  *  *  *  There  must  be  an  actual  seisin  of  the  rent  in 
the  case  of  rent  services  to  ground  an  assize,  because  this 
is  a  remedy  for  the  restitution  of  the  freehold  of  which 
the  party  was  once  in  seisin  or  possession.  *  *  *  There- 
fore, if  there  be  lord  and  tenant  by  rent-service,  and 
the  lord  grants  the  services  to  another,  and  the  tenant 
attorns  by  a  penny,  and  the  grantee  afterwards  dis- 
trains for  the  rent  in  arrear,  and  the  tenant  rescues  the 
distress,  yet  the  grantee  shall  have  no  assize  for  the 
rent,  but  a  writ  of  rescue,  because  the  penny  was  given 
in  the  name  of  attornment,  which  only  shews  the 
tenant's  concurrence  to  the  grant,  and  that  he  is  willing 
to  pay  the  rent  when  it  becomes  due  to  the  grantee,  as 
he  formerly  did  to  his  first  lord.  But  as  such  concur- 
rence or  approbation  of  the  tenant  only  obliges  him  to 
pay  the  rent  when  it  becomes  due;  but  does  not  give 
the  grantee  an  actual  seisin  before  it  is  paid  him,  con- 
sequently there  can  be  no  disseisin  of  a  thing  of  which 
a  man  was  never  in  possession.  But  if  the  penny  had 
been  given  by  way  of  seisin  of  the  rent,  that  had  been 
sufficient  to  ground  an  assize,  because  here  the  grantee 
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is  put  into  possession  of  the  rent  by  the  tenant  himself; 
and  thereforei  if  the  possession  be  violated,  the  grantee 
may  have  his  assize,  which  is  the  proper  method  or 
remedy  to  restore  that  possession."  ITindal  C.  J.  The 
authorities  are  collected  in  Com,  Dig.  tit.  Seisin.'}  They 
are  also  to  be  found  in  Vin.  Abrid.  tit.  Seisin  (A).  So, 
before  the  stat.  S  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  106.  ss.  1,  2,  there  most 
have  been  an  actual  seisin  of  the  rent  by  the  elder 
brother,  to  entitle  his  sister  of  the  whole  blood  to  take 
in  preference  to  the  younger  brother  of  the  half  blood  (j). 
At  the  time,  therefore,  that  the  Reform  Act  passed,  aotual 
seisin  of  a  rent  was  a  thing  well  known  to  the  law,  and 
the  twenty-sixth  section,  in  requiring  "  actual  posses- 
sion ''  or  ^^  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits "  most 
have  intended  to  embrace  the  corresponding  instance  of 
an  actual  seisin  of  a  rent-charge. 


Cockbum^  in  reply.      Admitting  the  distinction  be- 
tween a  seisin  in  fact  and  a  seisin  in  law,  it  is  submitted 
that  all  that  the  Reform  Act  required  was,  that  the 
grantee  of  a  rent-charge  should  have  a  complete  title  six 
months  before  the  last  day  of  July.    The  stat.  3  G.  3. 
c.  24.,  intituled,  ^^  An  act  to  prevent  fraudulent  and  oc- 
casional votes  in  the  elections  of  knights  of  the  shire, 
and  of  members  for  cities  and  towns  which  are  counties 
of  themselves,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  right  of  voting  by 
virtue  of  an  annuity  or  renUcharge^^  enacts  (sect  S) 
that  no  person  shall  vote  in  respect  thereof^  unless  a 
memorial  of  the  gi^ant  of  such  annuity  or  rent-charge 
shall  have  been  registered  twelve  calendar  months  be- 
fore the  election.     That  statute  has  since  been  repealed 


(a)  See  Co.  LiU,  14  b. 
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by  Stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  72.,  but  it  may  be  referred  to  as        1B46. 
indicating  that  at  the  time  when  the  Reform  Act  passed,       ~ 
it  was  considered  sufficient  to  prevent  occasional  voting,  ▼• 

that  the  grant  of  the  rentrcharge  should  have  been  ex- 
ecuted six  calendar  months  before  the  election. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

TiNDAL  C.  J*     In  this  case  the  claim  to  the  right  to 
vote  was  made  in  respect  of  a  freehold  rent-charge* 
The  rent-charge  was  created  by  deed,  bearing  date 
January  28th,  1845,  by  which  the  same  was  made  pay* 
able  on  the  1st  day  of  January  in  every  year,  the  first 
payment  to  become  due  and  be  made  on  the  1st  day  of 
Jamiartf^  1846.    The  objection  taken  before  the  revising 
barrister  was,  that  the  claimant  had  no  title  to  be  put 
upon  the  register,  inasmuch  as  he  had  not  been  *^  in 
the  actual  possession,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  for  his  own  use  for  six  calendar  months  at  least, 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  Jtdy "  next  preceding 
the  registration,  as  required  by  the  26th  section  of  the 
2  W.  4.  c.  45.     The  revising  barrister  allowed  the  ob- 
jection, and  directed  the  name  of  the  claimant  to  be 
expunged,   and   after  the   argument  which  has   been 
heard,  it  appears  to  my  brothers  Cressfwell  and  Erle^ 
and  to  myself,  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 
is  right.     My  brother  Maide^  not  having  been  present 
during  the  whole  of  the  argument,  declines  giving  any 
opinion.     It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant, 
that  he  had  the  complete  right  to  the  rent-charge  from 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  deed  by  which  it  was 
granted,   and  that  he  had  the  actual  possession  also 
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1846.  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  because  he  had  all 
the  possession  of  which  the  subject-matter  is  capable 
before  the  first  day  of  payiqent  had  actually  arrived. 
The  question  undoubtedly  turns  upon  the  meaning  of 
the  words  '*  actual  possession,"  and  we  think  those 
words  mean  a  possession  in  fact,  as  contradistinguished 
from  a  possession  in  law,  and  that  as  the  possession  in 
fact  of  a  rent-charge  must  be  the  actual  manual  receipt  of 
the  rent  itself,  or  some  part  of  it,  or  of  something  in  lieu 
of  it,  so  there  could  be  no  such  possession  in  &ct  in  this 
case,  when  the  first  payment  of  the  rent  did  not  become 
due  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  month  of  Jult/j 
and  where  nothing  whatever  took  place  but  the  mere 
execution  of  the  deed.  There  is  a  long  course  of  au- 
thorities fully  establishing  the  distinction  between  a 
possession  or  seisin  in  fact  of  a  rent-charge,  and  a  pos- 
session or  seisin  in  law.  IMHetarij  s.  235,  is  an  aa- 
thority  in  point :  ^^  And  so  it  is,  if  a  man  grant  by  his 
deed  a  yearly  rent  issuing  out  of  his  land  to  another, 
&c.,  if  the  grantor  thereafter  pay  to  the  grantee  a  penny 
or  a  halfpenny  in  name  of  seisin  of  the  rent,  then,  if 
after  the  next  day  of  payment  the  rent  be  denied,  the 
grantee  may  have  an  assize,  or  else  not,"  &c :  and 
Lord  Cokey  in  his  commentary  on  this  passage,  is 
equally  decisive:  ^^  By  this  (Sec.))  is  implied,  that  the 
grant  and  delivery  of  the  deed  is  no  seisin  of  the  rent ; 
and  that  a  seisin  in  law,  which  the  grantee  hath  by  the 
grant,  is  not  sufficient  to  maintain  an  assize,  or  any 
other  real  action,  but  there  must  be  an  actual  seisin." (a) 
And  in  Com.  Dig.  tit.  Seisiu,  (C.)  and  (D.),  the  older 
authorities  are  brought  together,  establishing  the  dis- 

(a)  See  Co,  Liu,  IGOa. 
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tinction  in  this  respect  between  a  seisin  in  law  and  a  1846. 
seisin  in  fact,  or,  as  it  is  called,  an  actual  seisin.  And 
this  appears  more  distinctly  in  the  commentary  of  Lord 
Coke  on  the  eighth  section  of  Littleton^  which  relates  to 
the  doctrine  ofpossessiojratris^  where  Lord  Coies2Lys{a)f 
*^  What  then  is  the  law  of  a  rent,  advowson,  or  such 
things  that  lie  in  grant?  If  a  rent  or  an  advowson 
shall  descend  to  the  elder  son,  and  he  dieth  before  he 
have  seisin  of  the  rent,  or  present  to  the  church,  the 
rent  or  advowson  shall  descend  to  the  youngest  son '' 
(that  is  by  the  other  venter),  "  for  that  he  must  make 
himself  heir  to  his  father."  And,  although  Lord  Coke 
there  distinguishes  the  law  as  to  the  case  of  tenant  by 
the  curtesy,  where,  in  favour  of  that  estate  the  husband 
shall  have  the  rent,  although  his  wife  dies  before  the 
rent  day,  it  makes  no  difference  as  to  the  present  ar- 
gument. The  actual  possession  of  rent  being  therefore 
a  well-known  legal  phrase  or  expression,  the  legislature 
cannot  be  taken  to  have  used  it  in  any  other  than  such 
well  known  sense,  that  is,  as  contradistinguished  from, 
such  possession  in  law,  or  right  to  the  rent-charge,  as 
the  bare  delivery  of  the  deed  or  grant  would  confer* 
And  when  it  is  said  that  the  authorities  only  shew  that 
such  seisin  in  fact  is  necessary  in  order  to  maintain  an 
assize,  or  make  a  possessio  Jratrisj  but  that  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  it  is  necessary  to  confer  a  vote,  the 
answer  is,  that  it  is  a  mere  assumption  on  the  part  of 
the  appellant  that  the  expression  is  used  in  the  statute 
in  a  limited  and  restricted  sense,  and,  at  all  events  the 
burthen  of  proving  this  is  cast  upon  the  appellant,  the 
statute  having  applied  the  expression  to  the  right  of  the 

(a)  See  Co.  IMU  15  b. 


MOftKAT 

V. 

THOAMIX.Kr. 


504  HILARY  VACATION. 

1846.  claimant  to  be  put  upon  the  register.  And  as  it  is  quite 
clear  that  in  the  case  of  land  there  must  be  more  than 
the  execution  of  the  conveyance,— 'that  there  must  be 
actual  possession  or  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits,  — 
there  seems  no  reason  why,  in  the  case  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  to  which  the  provision  of  the  statute 
equally  applies,  there  should  not  be  such  further  actual 
possession  as  the  nature  of  the  subject  itself  is  ciqpableoC 
And,  accordingly,  by  various  statutes  before  the  statute 
2  W.  4.,  the  legislature  has  made  a  similar  provision  in 
the  very  same  terms,  for  the  prevention  of  the  occasional 
acquirements  of  freeholds  for  the  purpose  of  voting. 
Such  are  the  12  6.  2.  c.  18.  s.  5.,  requiring  such  actual 
possession  for  twelve  calendar  months  before  the  elec- 
tion. Again,  the  3  6.  S.  c.  24.,  which,  after  reciting 
that  annuities  and  rent-charges  are  of  a  private  nature, 
and  therefore  liable  to  fraudulent  practices  in  elections, 
enacts  that  no  person  shall  vote  in  respect  of  any  an- 
nuity or  rent-charge,  unless  a  certificate  upon  oath  shall 
be  entered  twelve  calendar  months  before  the  first  day 
of  the  election  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  county, 
and  a  memorial  also  of  the  grant  registered  with  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  same  period  of  time.  And 
as  this  statute  is  repealed  by  the  statute  6  Vict.  r.  18. 
s.  72.  and  no  other  provision  enacted  in  lieu  of  it,  it  may 
well  be  inferred  that  under  the  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  26.  the 
legislature  intended  something  more  than  the  mere  pro- 
duction of  the  deed,  by  requiring  actual  possession  fin* 
six  calendar  months.  We  therefore  think  the  decision 
is  right,  and  affirm  the  same. 

Decisk>n  affirmed. 
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Pring,  Appellant,  and  Estcourt,  Respondent.      November  e, 

ARNOLD^  on  the  fifth  day  of  term,  applied  for  leave  The  statement 

to  enter  this  appeal,  which  had  been  consolidated  by  the  revising 

by  the  revising  barrister.     The  statement  of  the  case  ^^  y^  dgned 

was  contained  in  two  sheets  of  paper,  each  of  which  the  ^[^^^^ 

barrister  had  siinied*  but  he  had  not  siimed  the  indorse-  '''»e<'>«f  **» 

o  o  appeal  be  con- 

ment  required  by  the  forty-second  section  of  the  stat.  «>Udated  or 

not ;  but  where 

6  Vict.  c.  18.     The  statement,  with  the  notice  to  the  the  banister 

had  omitted  to 

Master  of  the  appellant's   intention  to  prosecute  the  sign  the  in- 

appeal,  was  taken  to  the  Master's  office  within  the  first  the  appellant 

four  days  of  Michaelmas  term,  but  the  Master  had  re-  diligence  to  * 

fused  to  enter  it,  because  the  revising  barrister  had  not  S™Sure*3iens 

siirned   the  indorsement     The  revisinir  barrister  was  *?j  the  Court 

^  °  allowed  an  ap- 

out  of  town,  and  the  appellant  had  been  unable  to  pro-  peal  to  be  en- 

tered,  none  pro 
f  line,  on  the  fifth 

day  of  term,  reserving  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  object  to  tlie  entry  on  tlie  hearing  of 

the  appeal. 

VOL.  I.  N  N 


506  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

9 

1846.        cure  his   signature  to  the   indorsement     It  was  now 

~  submitted  that  the  signature  to  the  indorsement  was 

^*  not  essential,  as  the  forty-second  section  of  the  act  was 

ESTCOUET. 

only  director}'  in   its  terms,  and  that  at  all  events  the 
signature  was  not  required  by  the  forty-fourth  section, 
which  applied  to  consolidated  appeals.     In  a  consoli- 
dated appeal,  the  number  of  appellants  might  amount 
to  300  or  more,  and  it  would  be  impossible  to  intro- 
duce the  whole  of  their  Christian  names,  surnames,  and 
places  of  abode,  on  the  back  of  the  case.     \^Matde  J. 
The  forty-fourth  section  says  that  the  barrister  shall 
sign  the  statement  ^*  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  ;  ^  that, 
I  think,  comprehends  all  that  is  before  mentioned  as  to 
the  signature.]     It  was  submitted  that,  under  the  pecu- 
liar circumstances  of  the  case,  the  appeal   might  be 
entered  nunc  pro  tunc. 

Per  Curiam.  We  think  that  due  diligence  has  been 
used,  and  therefore  the  appeal  may  be  entered  nunc  pro 
tunCf  upon  the  signature  to  the  indorsement  being  ob- 
tained ;  leaving  it  open  to  the  respondent  to  contend, 
on  the  argument,  that  the  appeal  should  not  have  been 
so  entered  {a). 

(a)  See  JFankfyn  v.  WooUet,  post 
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Petheridge,  Appellant,  and  Ash,  Respondent.     November  la 

TTiOWLING^  Serjty  applied  for  leave  to  enter  this  ap-  The  Court  re- 
peal  nunc  pro  tunc.     The  affidavits  upon  which  he  an  appesl  to  be 
moved  stated,  that  the  attorney  in  the  country  went  on  ^^  ^^^  ^\^gg^ 
the  4th  of  Naoember  from  Ashburton^  where  he  lived,  to  .t^JlJ^i^ui 
Dartmouth^  where  the  appellant  resided,  for  the  purpose   ~"^  ^^ 
of  obtaining  his  signature  to  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  ^n  *>"  client's 

°  °  rr      »  ligiiaiure  to  the 

to  serve  the  respondent ;  that  he  arrived  at  DartmmUh  notice  to  pro- 
secute the  ep* 
at  twelve   o'clock ;    that   the  appellant  was  then  from   peal  till  the 

home,  and  did  not  return  until  six  o'clock  in  the  even-  Mickadma» 
ing,  when  he  signed  the  notice  of  appeal   to  the  re-  n^iSe*a)n§ef 
spondent,  and  the  notice  to  the  Master  of  the  Common   ^"«?^y  ^^  °°* 

*-  reach  xxmuumi 

Pleas  of  his  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal.     The   o"  ^^  fourth 

day  of  term 

attorney  then   served  the   respondent,   and   made  the  before  the 

Matter's  office 

usual  affidavit  of  service.  By  the  time  these  things  watclowd. 
were  done,  the  mail  had  left  Dartmouth.  The  several 
documents  were  therefore  despatched  by  coach,  and 
were  not  delivered  to  the  London  agents  until  the  even- 
ing of  the  5th  of  NovenAer,  too  late  to  be  entered  on 
that,  the  last  of  the  four  days,  with  the  Master.  On  the 
morning  of  that  day,  the  London  agent  had  taken  the 
draft  case  and  the  paper  books  to  the  Rule  Office,  but 
the  Master  refused  to  enter  the  appeal  unless  the* requi- 
site notice  was  also  brought.  The  learned  serjeant 
admitted  that  the  notice  to  the  Master  had  not  been 
given  in  time,  but  submitted  that  the  Court  had  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  grant  an  application  like  the  pre* 
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PXTHKEIDOB 
V. 

Ash. 


sent,  under  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  62.,  and  he  referred 
to  Autei/  V.  Topham  (a). 

Wilde,  C.  J.  4  can  see  no  ground  for  the  interference 
of  the  Court  in  this  case,  even  if  we  had  the  power. 
The  appellant's  attorney  in  the  country  did  not  think  of 
applying  for  his  client's  signature  until  the  very  last 
moment,  though  he  must  have  known  long  before  that 
it  was  necessary,  and  when  he  did  apply,  his  client  was 
absent,  as  it  was  not  at  all  unlikely  he  would  be. 

Application  refused. 

(a)  Antkt  p*  1. 


Nmnmbir  10.   Elliott,  Appellant,  Bud  The  Overseers  of  St^ 

Mary  Within,  Respondents. 


The  deliTery  of 
paper  books  it 
a  matter  quite 
within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the 
Court,  and 
where  they  had 
not  been  de- 
livered to  the 
j  udges*  clerks 
four  clear  daya 
before  tlie  first 
day  appointed 
for  hearing  the 
appeals,  the 
Court  permitted 
their  delivery 
nunc  pro  tune, 
there  appearing 
to  be  sufficient 
time  to  enable 
the  judges  to 
peruse  them. 


pEARSON  applied  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  for 
leave  to  deliver  the  requisite  paper  books  to  the 
Judges.  Thtursday^  November  1 2th,  was  the  first  of  the 
days  appointed  for  hearing  the  appeals,  but  notice  of  the 
days  fixed  for  that  purpose  had  not  been  posted  up  in 
the  Court  before  Saturday^  the  7th  of  November.  The 
appellant's  attorney  was  consequently  unable  to  deliver 
the  paper  books  before  Monday^  November  9th,  and  the 
judges'  clerks  had  refused  to  receive  them,  the  tender 
not  Baving  been  made  on  a  day  which  left  four  clear 
days  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  argument.  The 
appeal  stood  20th  on  the  list.  Pearson  referred  to 
Croucher  v.  Browne  {b)  as  an  authority  for  the  application, 
which  was  not  opposed  by  the  respondent. 


(6)  Antd,  p.  SOS. 


Wrhiv. 
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Per  Curiam.  The  consent  of  the  respondent  does  1846. 
not  alter  the  case.  The  paper  books  are  for  the  con-  elliott 
venience  of  the  Judges,  and  quite  within  their  discretion.    ^    ^^• 

•^      o     '  ^  '     The  OTeraeera 

and  as  it  appears  that  some  time  may  elapse  before  the    of^Sr^MAkT 
appeal  can  be  heard,  the  Court  will  grant  the  appli- 
cation* 

Application  granted  (a). 

(a)  BusHER,  Appellant,  and  Thompson,  Respondent. 

I«  this  case,  Stodt  made  a  similar  application  on  behalf  of  the  appellant, 
and  stated  that  his  attorney  had  been  under  the  impression  that  the  paper 
books  would  be  tendered  in  time,  if  they  were  delivered  four  clear  days 
before  the  actual  day  of  hearing  the  argument,  which  was  not  likely  to 
be  on  Th%ar$dcuff  November  12th,  as  the  appeal  stood  ninth  on  the  list 

The  Court.     You  come  rather  late ;  but  as  we  shall  rise  at  one  o'clock 
on  ThuTsdottf,  the  application  may  be  granted. 

Application  granted. 


Pring,  Appellant,  and  Estcourt,  Respondent. 

Abkold,  on  a  subsequent  day,  moved  for  leave  to  deliver  paper  books. 
He  referred  to  the  circumstances  stated  ant^  p*  !•»  and  prayed  that, 
as  the  revising  barrister  had  now  signed  the  indorsement  of  the  case,  the 
appellant  might  deliver  his  paper  books  nunc  pro  tunc 

Application  granted. 


Nicks,  Appellant,  and  Field,  Respondent. 

UXLLOE,  {November  16th)  made  a  similar  application  on  the  behalf  of 
the  respondentin  this  case.  He  had  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  ap- 
pellant to  the  application.  [Wilde  C.  J.  The  term  is  now  far  advanced.] 
The  only  result  of  the  refusal  of  the  Court  to  allow  the  respondent  to 
deliver  paper  books  would  be,  that  the  appellant  would  be  at  liberty  to 
deliver  them  for  him. 

Wilde  C  J.     That  being  so,  we  think  that,  under  the  circumstances, 
the  application  may  be  granted. 

Application  granted. 

N  N  S 
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November  IS. 


A  reiit>cbtfge 
nrhicfa  had  been 
originally 
crested  in  1838, 
payable 
quarterly,  and 
which  bad  been 
regularly  paid 
to  the  grantee 
up  to  the  S9th 
September^ 
1845,  washy 
him  assigned 
on  the  19th 
January  1846, 
to  A,t  B,  and 
C  in  trust  for 
themselves,  D^ 
and  others. 
The  first  pay- 
ment of  the 
rent  after  the 
assignment, 
was  on  the  S9th 
Jpril  follow- 
ing. 

HeULyihat 
D.  was  not 
entitled  to  be 
registered  in 
respect  of  his 
having  been 
six  months  in 
actual  posses- 
sion of  the  rent- 
charge,  within 
the  meaning  of 
Stat.  2  Wm,  4. 
c.  45.  «.  26. 


Hatden,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of 
Tiverton,  Respondents. 

nPHIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  deciRioD  of 
John  Tyrrellj  Esquire,  the   revising  barrister  for 
the  eastern  division  of  the  county  oi  Somerset^  who  stated 
the  following  case :  — 

Thomas  Serel  objected  to  the  name  of  Richard  Ains* 
voorth  being  retained  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 
of  Tiverton.  R.  Ainsworth  had  claimed,  and  had  been 
placed  upon  the  list  of  claimants,  in  the  following 
form :  — 


Ainsworth, 
Richard. 


Reddifie 
Parade. 


Undi?ided  Share 
of  a  Freehold 
Rent-charge. 


Charles  Wilkins. 
TiTerton  Cloth- 
millsy  Tiverton. 


It  appeared  that  eight  years  ago,  the  above-named 
Charles  Wilkins^  in  consideration  of  2400/.,  had  effectually 
granted  to  William  Naishy  his  heirs  and  assigns,  a  rent- 
charge  of  100/.  a  year,  payable  quarterly,  for  ever, 
issuing  out  of  the  cloth-mills  at  Tiverton^  then  the  pro- 
perty of  the  grantor,  and  then  and  now  in  his  posses- 
sion, and  of  sufficient  value.  Such  rent-charge  was 
regularly  paid  to  William  Naish  from  the  time  it  was 
granted  to  him  till  the  29th  of  September^  1 845»  On 
the  19th  January  last,  William  Naish^  in  consideration 
of  2520Z.,  duly  conveyed  the  whole  of  his  interest  in  this 
rent-charge  to  W.  Tothilly  J.  Fry^  and  S.  P.  Jackson^  and 
their  heirs  and  assigns;  and,  upon  the  same  day,  an 
indenture   was    executed    between    the    last-mentioned 
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three  persons  and* forty-seven  other  persons,  of  whom        1846. 
Richard  Ainsworih  was  one,  whereby  it  appeared  that       jT^    ^ 
W.  TothiU^  J.  Fry^   and  S.  P.  Jackson  held  the   rent-  ^     ^• 
charge  in  trust  for  themselves,  Richard  Ainswortk  and    of  Tiv«rto». 
the  forty-six  other  persons,  parties  to  the  last-mentioned 
indenture,  and  their  respective   heirs  and  assigns,  as 
tenants  in  common.     The  consideration  for  the  rent- 
charge  and  the  costs  of  conveyance,  were  paid  in  equal 
proportipn  by  each  of  these  fifty  purchasers,  parties  to 
the  last-mentioned  indenture.     On  the  9th  of  April  last, 
one  of  the  trustees  applied  to  Mr.  Wilkins  for  the  rent 
due  on  the  25th  of  March^  and  was  then  informed  that 
the  property  out  of  which  the  rent-charge  is  payable, 
had  become  the  property  of  the  National   Provincial 
Bank   of  England;   that  Mr.  Wilkins   was   then   only 
tenant  thereof,  and  awaited  the  authority  of  the  bank 
to  pay  the  rent-charge  to  the  trustees  instead  of  Mr. 
Naish.    On  the  29th  Ap'il  last,  Mr.  Wilkins  paid  to  the 
trustees  the  sum  of  48/.  105.  lOd,^  being  the  half-year's 
rent  due  in  the  March  preceding,  less  the  income  tax 
thereon.     The  said  sum  of  48/.  lOs.  10(/.,  the  trustees 
immediately  divided  equally  among  themselves,  Richard 
Ainsworthy    and  the   forty-six  other   persons    entitled 
thereto.     Mr.  Wilkins  still  continues   to  occupy  these 
mills  as  tenant,  and  he  occupit^s  other  cloth-mills  ad- 
joining, the  whole  of  which  mills  are  commonly  called 
'^  Tiverton  Clotli-Mills ;  '*  but,  by  persons  in  the  factory, 
and  by  some  persons  in  the  village,  the  mills  are  dis- 
tinguished as  the  Upper  and  the  Lower  Mills ;  and  it 
is  upon  that  part  of  the  property  so  distinguished  as  the 
Lower  Mills  that  the  rent  in  question  is  charged.     At 
the  hearing  before  the  revising  barrister,  the  objector 
contended,  first,  that  the  deduction  of  the  income  tax, 

KN  ^ 
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1846.        which  the  tenant  had  a  right  to  make,  and  had  madei 
jj^^^jj      from  the  rent,  reduced  the  freehold  of  each  person  be- 
J^*  low  the  requisite  value.     The  revbing  barrister  decided, 

of  TivxETov.  that  each  person,  notwithstanding  such  deduction,  had 
a  freehold  of  405.  a  year.  It  was  next  objected,  that 
the  name  of  the  actual  owner  of  the  property  should 
have  appeared,  and  not  the  name  of  Charles  fVUHnSf 
who  had  sold  the  property  five  years  before.  The  re- 
vising barrister  decided,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  fourth 
column  in  the  list  was  for  the  sole  purpose  of  identifying 
the  property,  the  name  of  Charles  WUkinSi  who  was,  in 
the  neighbourhood,  the  reputed  owner,  was  sufficient; 
but  that,  if  not,  he  had  the  power,  under  the  statute^  to 
correct  the  mistake,  if  it  was  one,  and  insert  the  names 
of  Henry  Sharp  and  others,  the  persons  to  whom  the 
property  had  been  conveyed,  in  trust  for  the  National 
Provincial  Bank  of  England.  The  next  objection  was, 
that  the  situation  of  the  property  was  not  correcdy 
stated ;  that,  instead  of  ^^  Cloth-Mills,"  it  should  have 
been  "Lower  Cloth-Mills."  The  revising  barrister 
decided,  that  the  description  of  the  property  was 
sufficient;  but  that,  if  not,  he  had  the  power,  under 
the  act,  to  describe  it  more  clearly  and  accurately,  by 
inserting  the  word  "Lower."  It  was  lastly  objected, 
that  Richard  Ainsworth  was  not  in  the  actual  possession 
of  his  freehold,  or  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
thereof  for  his  own  use,  for  six  calendar  months  next  pre- 
vious to  the  last  day  of  July  in  the  present  year.  The 
revising  barrister  decided  that  he  was,  and  consequendy 
retained  the  name  of  Richard  Ainsworth  upon  the  list 

Cockburn  for  the  appellant.     It  will  only  be  necessary 
to  trouble  the  Court  with  the  last  objection,  which  turns 
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on  the  twenty-ttixth  section  of  the  Reform  Act  That  1846. 
section  provides  **that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  hatdeit 
in  the  election  of  any  knight  or  knights  of  the  shire  to  J^* 

serve  in  any  future  parliament,  unless  he  shall  have  been    ^  Titkktov. 
duly  registered  according  to  the  provisions  hereinafter 
contained ;  and  that  no  person  shall  be  so  registered  in 
any  year  in  respect  of  his  estate  or  interest  in  any  lands 
or  tenements,  as  a  freeholder,  copyholder,  customary 
tenant,  or  tenant  in  ancient  demesne,  unless  he  shall 
have  been  in  the  actual  possession  thereof,  or  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  for  his  own  use,  for 
six  calendar  months  at  least  next  previous  to  the  last 
day  of  July  in  such  year."     The  construction  of  this 
clause  was  settled  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  in  Mur^ 
ray  v.  Thomilei/ (a)j  which  governs   the  present  case. 
It  was  there  held,  that  the  grantee  of  a  rent-charge 
created  by  deed,  dated  January  1845,   whereby  the 
first  payment  was  to  become  due  on  the  1st  of  January 
1846,  was  not  entitled  to  be  registered,  as  having  been 
in  the  actual  possession  thereof  for  six  calendar  months 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  1845.     The  only 
distinction  between  that  case  and  the  present  is,  that 
here  a  payment  was  made  on  the  29th  of  April  1846, 
while  in  Murray  v.  Thomiley  (a)  there  had  been  no  pay- 
ment at  all ;  but  the  difference  b  immateriaL     In  neither 
case  was  there  actual  possession,  (which  Tindal  C.  J. 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  defines  to  be  ^*  the 
actual  manual  receipt  of  the  rent  itself,  or  some  part  of 
it,  or  of  something  in  lieu  of  it  (£),'')  for  six  months  pre- 
vious to  the  last  day  oi  July  ;  and  therefore  the  revising 
barrister  was  wrong  in  putting  AinswartVs  name  upon 
the  register. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  496.  (6)  Ante,  p.  502. 
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1846.  Kinglake   SerjL   for   the   respondents.        Murray  v. 

H^YuiM        Thomiley  (a)  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  present 

The  oVeneen  ^*^^'  "^^^  ^^  °^^  ^^  original  rent-charge  created  for  the 
of  TiTXftTON.  first  time,  but  one  created  eight  years  ago,  of  which  the 
grantee  regularly  received  the  rients  and  profits,  till  he 
assigned  it  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  the  present 
claimants.  Naishy  therefore,  had  been  in  the  actual 
manual  possession  of  the  rent-charge,  and  his  seisin  was 
transferred  to  the  appellant  and  his  co-vendees;  or,  at 
all  events,  the  seisin  continued  in  Naish,  and  upon  the 
sale  in  Jannan/  he  became  a  trustee  for  the  claioiant, 
whose  equitable  interest  in  the  rent-charge  was  sufficient 
to  give  him  a  right  to  be  registered.  The  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  Mttrray  v.  Thorniley  (a)  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  that  there  never  had  been  any  actual  seisin 
of  the  rent  at  all,  by  any  body,  and  consequently  that  no 
assize  could  have  been  maintained  for  it ;  but  here  an 
assize  would  have  been  maintainable.  Further,  upon 
the  29th  of  Aprils  when  the  first  quarter's  payment  was 
made,  there  was  an  actual  possession  of  the  rent  which 
had  become  due  on  the  25th  of  March^  and  the  seisin 
must  therefore  be  taken  to  have  relation  back  to  the 
19th  i^^  January y  the  date  of  the  assignment. 

Cockburriy  in  reply.  As  to  the  argument  on  the  ground 
of  equitable  possession,  it  is  clear  that  Naish  had  divested 
himself  of  the  estate  in  the  rent-charge  altogether,  by 
the  assignment.  Until  the  29th  of  Aprilj  no  person 
was  actually  possessed  of  this  rent-charge.  With  re- 
gard to  the  other  point,  there  is  no  doubt  that  on  the 
29th  of  Apilj  there  was  a  sufficient  receipt  of  the  rents 

(a)  Antd,  p.  496. 
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and  profits,  but  till  payment  was   made  on  that  day  1846. 

there  was  no  possession,  but  only  a  right  to  receive  the  nl^iiilir 
rents  when  they  became  due. 


▼. 

The  Overaeere 

of  TiTIKTON. 


Wilde  C.  J.  It  is  very  important  that,  in  cases  sub- 
mitted to  us  by  the  revising  barristers,  the  grounds  oF 
our  decision  should  be  distinct  and  intelligible ;  and  that 
no  nice  refinements  which  may  create  embarrassment 
should  be  introduced.  The  meaning  of  the  twenty-sixth 
section  of  the  Reform  Act,  with  reference  to  the  actual 
possession  of  a  rent-charge,  has  already  come  under  the 
consideration  of  this  Court  and  been  determined.  The 
only  question  here  is,  whether  the  distinction  which  has 
been  pointed  out  between  the  facts  of  this  case  and  those 
which  appear  in  the  case  cited  at  the  bar,  is  sufficient 
to  take  the  present  case  out  of  the  principle  established 
in  Murray  v.  Thomiley  (a) ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
it  is  not  sufficient.  In  Murray  v.  Thorniley  (a),  the 
Court  decided  that  actual  possession  of  a  rent-charge, 
within  the  meaning  of  stat.  2  fT.  4.  c.45.  5.  26.,  is  the 
actual  manual  receipt  of  the  rent  it«ielf,  or  some  part  of 
it,  or  of  something  in  lieu  of  it.  Here  it  is  found  as  a 
fact  in  the  case  that  there  was  no  actual  receipt  of  tlie 
rent-charge  by  the  claimants  until  the  29th  of  April  f 
but  it  is  said,  that  it  having  been  created  at  a  time 
long  antecedent  to  that  period,  and  Naish  having  re- 
ceived the  rents,  he  was  a  trustee  from  the  execution  of 
the  assignment  until  the  day  of  payment,  and  therefore 
that  the  claimant  had  a  sufficient  equitable  possession 
for  six  months  previous  to  the  last  day  of  Jidy.  But  I 
cannot  see  any  thing  in  the  case  which  would  make 

(a)  Ant^y  p.  496. 
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'April;  on  that  day  they  were  for        1846. 
seised  of  this  rent-charge ;  and,       ^hatbik 
Julif  following,  they  had  not    ^  over««r, 
•t^harge  for  six  calendar    ofTiTXTOB. 
*^ish   this   case  from 
'  failed,  and  there  is 
bustee. 


.iSpfnideDt.      Notenber  IS. 


>n  tSJaka  WiUiam 

.g    burister    for    the 

jwing  caw  was  stated  for 

oted  to  the  name  of  JoAn  Eds- 
d  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to 
.e  of  thff  said  John  Edsaorti  was  in  the 
I  by  the  town-clerk  of  the  said  borough, 
if  ot^ection,  which  bad  been  duly  served 
John  Edsworthj  was  as  follows : 
r.  John  Edsworth. 

'  S"^  y"  notice,  that  I  object  to  your 
retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to 

w  borough  of  Layicater,''  wmi  held  inniHicient,  uader  *l 
8.  ]  No.  1 1.  Held  alu,  that  (be  ictttx  in  the  notici  wi 
,"  ■nd  thtnfaie  irii  nol  cured  bj  the  lOlil  wclion. 


composed  of 
four  KeparAte 
li>u  o(  namn, 


wliich  Ibc  bo- 
rougb  i«  divi- 


wai  on  the  list 
of  freemen,  aa 
being  "  on  tbc 
It.  6  Via.  c.  IS. 
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1846.        Naish  a  trustee  for  these  parties.     By  execoting  the 
jj^yjj^jj       assignment  Haish  parted  with  the  whole  of  his  interest; 

Tb  Or  n  ^"^  "P  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  payment  in  Aprils  there  was 
of  TiYiftxov.  no  money  received  by  any  one  who  could  be  considered 
as  a  trustee  for  them.  For  these  reasons  I  think  that 
there  b  no  distinction  between  thb  case  and  that  of 
Murray  v.  Thomiley  (a),  and  consequently  that  the 
claimants  were  not  entitled  to  be  registered. 

CoLTHAN  J.  The  Court  laid  down  an  intelligible 
rule  in  the  case  which  has  been  referred  to;  and  by 
'  adhering  to  it,  and  insisting'  upon  payment  before  the 
actual  possession  of  the  rent-charge  can  be  said  to  begin, 
we  shall  at  least  avoid  all  chances  of  collusion  between 
the  parties.  I  think  that  the  decision  in  Murray  v. 
ThomUeyifi)  governs  the  present  case,  and  therefore 
that  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

Maule  J.  Murray  v.  ThomiUy  (a)  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  that  the  twenty-sixth  section  of  the  Reform 
Act  required  an  actual  seisin  of  the  rent-charge  before 
the  possession  therein  mentioned  could  be  said  to  have 
been  acquired ;  and  taking  that  to  be  so,  and  the  de- 
cision to  be  right,  the  question  here  is  whether  there 
had  been  a  seisin  of  this  particular  rent-charge  by  the 
claimants,  for  six  months  previous  to  the  last  day  of 
July.  Now,  the  authorities  referred  to  in  that  case  on 
the  question  of  seisin  shew  that  a  seisin  may  be  acquired 
by  a  payment  of  rent  either  before  or  after  the  rent  is 
due,  but  that  it  is  always  contemporaneous  with  a  pay- 
ment Here  the  first  payment  was  made  to  the  claim- 
Co)  Ante,  p.  496. 
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ants  on  the  29th  of  April ;  on  that  day  they  were  for 
the  first  time  actually  seised  of  this  rent^charge ;  and, 
therefore,  on  the  Slst  of  July  folio  wing,  they  had  not 
been  in  possession  of  the  rent«>charge  for  six  calendar 
months.  The  attempt  to  distinguish  this  case  from 
Murray  v.  Tkomiley  (a)  has  entirely  failed,  and  there  is 
no  pretence  for  saying  that  Naish  was  a  trustee. 


617 


1846. 


Hatdev 


V. 


The  Overseen 

of  TlTERTON. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Decision  reversed. 


(a)  Antd,  p.  496. 


Edsworth,  Appellant,  and  Farrer,  Respondent.    November  12. 


UPON  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  John  William  !«  *h«  borough 
^^  of  Lancaster 

Harden,   Esq.»   the    revising    barrister    for    the  the  register  it 

composed  of 

borough  of  Lancaster,  the  following  case  was  stated  for  four  separmte 

.  .    .  n    t      r-%  lists  of  names, 

the  opmion  of  the  Court :  comprising  one 

Richard  Farrer  objected  to  the  name  of  John  EdS"  ^^  threTtown- 
Torth  being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  ^h?^"|^  bo- 
vote.    The  name  of  the  said  John  Edsworth  was  in  the  ~"K**  '•  *^'^»- 

ded,  made  out 

list  published  by  the  town-clerk  of  the  said  borough,  by  the  respec- 

live  overseers. 

The  notice  of  objection,  which  had  been  duly  served  and  a  list  of 

freemen  made 

upon  the  said  John  Edsworth,  was  as  follows  :  out  by  the 

town-clerk. 

«*  To  Mr.  John  Edsworth.  A  notice  of 

objection,  de- 

*•  I  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  I  object  to  your  scribing  the  ob- 
jector, who 
name  being  retained  in  the  list  of  persons  entitled  to  was  on  the  list 

of  freemen,  as 
being  <*  on  the 
list  of  tfotert  for  the  borough  of  LMncaster,"  was  held  insufficient,  under  stat  6  Vid,  c,  IS. 
s.  17.,  schedule  (B.)  No.  1 1.     Held  also,  that  the  defect  in  the  notice  was  uot  an  <*  inac- 
curate description,"  and  therefore  was  not  cured  by  the  lOIst  section. 
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1846.        vote  in  the  election  of  members  for  the  borough  of 
~  Ed»wo»th      Lancaster,     Dated  this  21st  day  of  Augtist^  1846. 
„  ^-  ".  Richard  Farrer. 

FA&ftEE. 

*^  Canal  Side^  near  Penny  Streety  cotton  manufiictorer, 
Lancaster^  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of 
Lancaster.*^ 

The  notice  to  the  town-clerk  was  similarly  sub- 
scribed. It  was  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  said  John 
Edswarthj  that  the  said  notice  of  objection  was  insuffi- 
cient, and  that  he  was  not  [called  upon  to  prove  that  he 
was  entitled  to  have  his  name  retained  in  the  said  list 
of  voters.  The  register  of  voters  for  the  borough  of 
Lancaster  is  composed  of  four  separate  lists  of  names, 
namely,  one  list  of  10^  householders  for  each  of  the 
three  townships  forming  parts  of  the  said  borough, 
made  out  and  published  by  the  respective  overseers; 
and  one  list  of  freemen  of  the  borough  at  large,  without 
reference  to  townships,  made  out  and  published  by  the 
town-clerk.  These  four  lists  were  duly  submitted  to 
the  revising  barrister  for  revision  at  the  opening  of  the 
said  court  for  the  borough  of  Lancaster  ;  and  upon  one 
of  them,  namely,  upon  the  list  of  freemen  for  the 
borough  at  large,  and  also  upon  the  existing  register, 
he  found  the  name  of  Richard  Farrer^  the  objector, 
with  his  place  of  abode,  as  stated  in  the  said  notice  of 
objection.  It  was  contended,  in  support  of  the  objec- 
tion to  the  said  notice,  that  it  did  not  comply  with  the 
directions  given  in  Schedule  (B.)  No.  11,  of  the  Regb- 
tration  Act  (6  Vict.  c.  18),  and  did  not  state  with  suffi- 
cient particularity  upon  which  of  the  said  four  lists  the 
name  of  the  said  Richard  Farrer  appeared.  The  re- 
vising barrister  was  of  opinion,  that,  as  no  form  was 
given  in  the  said  schedule  to  meet  the  case  of  objections 


V. 

Faerke. 
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by  freemen,  excepting  in  the  city  of  London^  and  as  the  1846. 
name  of  the  said  Richard  Farter  did  in  fact  appear  Ed»woeth 
upon  the  only  list  which  was  applicable  to  the  borough 
at  large,  namely,  the  town-clerk*s  list  of  freemen,  the 
requirements  of  the  seventeenth  section  of  the  said 
Registration  Act  had  been  sufficiently  complied  with : 
he.  therefore  overruled  the  said  preliminary  objections, 
and  required  it  to  be  proved  that  the  said  John  Edsnwrth 
was  entitled  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  said  list  of 
voters.  The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is, 
whether  the  above  notice  of  objection  was  or  was  not 
sufficient  in  law  to  call  upon  the  said  John  Edsmorth  to 
prove  his  title  to  have  his  name  retained  in  the  said  list 
If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  notice 
was  insufficient,  the  name  of  the  said  John  Edstvorth  is 
to  be  replaced  upon  the  register  of  voters. 

Byles  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant.  The  seventeenth 
section  of  the  stat.  6  Fict,  c.  18.  gives  persons  whose 
names  appear  in  the  list  of  voters  for  a  city  or  borough 
the  right  of  objecting  to  the  retention  of  any  other 
person's  name;  but,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
exercise  of  that  right,  the  section  requires  that  the  ob- 
jector shall  give  a  notice  to  the  town-clerk  according  to 
the  form  No.  10.  in  Schedule  (B.),  or  to  the  like  effect, 
and  a  notice  to  the  party  objected  to  according  to  the 
form  No.  11.  in  the  same  schedule.  In  both  of  these 
forms  the  signature  runs  thus:  **  (Signed)  A.  B.  of 
[j}lace  of  abode\  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish 

of ."     It  is  plain  from  the  language  of  the  section, 

taken  in  connection  with  these  forms,  that  when  the 
objector's  name  appears  on  any  other  than  a  parish  list, 
as  in  the  present  case,  the  list  should   be  specifically 
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Kinglake,  Seijt,  for  the  respondent.     By  the  fortieth        1846. 
section  of  the  stat«6  Fid,  c.  18.,  the  revisinff  barrister    ~ 
cannot  call  upon  a  person  to  prove  his  qualification,  ^- 

unless  service  of  the  notice  of  objection  be  first  proved ; 
and  as  it  must  be  inferred  from  the  statement  of  facts  in 
the  case,  that  the  barrister  inquired  into  the  sufficiency 
of  the  voter's  qualification,  he  must  be  taken  to  have 
applied  the  provisions  of  the  101st  section  of  the  act, 
and  to  have  decided  that  the  list  upon  which  the  oI> 
jector  described  himself  to  be  was  '•^  commonly  under- 
stood "  to  mean  the  list  of  freemen.  This,  therefore,  is 
a  question  of  fact,  upon  which  the  finding  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  is  conclusive.  iMaule  J.  That  is  not 
so ;  the  barrister  has  expressly  raised  the  point  for  the 
decision  of  the  Court.]  Then,  it  is  submitted  that  the 
notice  is  quite  sufficient.  When  the  objector  describes 
himself  as  being  ^*  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough 
of  LafwasteTf^  the  only  interpretation  which  the  facts  of 
the  case  will  warrant  is,  that  his  name  appears  upon  the 
list  of  freemen  for  the  borough  at  large,  and  not  upon 
either  of  the  three  Ibts  made  out  by  the  overseers  of 
the  respective  townships  forming  parts  of  the  borough. 
Barton  v.  Ashley  {a)  has  no  application  to  the  present 
case ;  and  Knoxoles  v.  Brooking  (b)  is,  as  far  as  it  goes, 
an  authority  in  the  respondent's  favour.  There  a  notice 
of  objection  was  signed  by  the  objector,  with  the  ad- 
dition of  the  true  place  of  his  abode,  as  it  was  at  the 
time  of  serving  the  notice,  such  place  of  abode  being 
different  from  that  which  appeared  against  his  name 
upon  the  list  of  voters ;  and  the  majority  of  the  Court 
held  that  the  form  of  the  notice  was  sufficient.     Tudball 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  307.  {b)  Ant^,  p.  461. 

VOL.  1.  0  0 
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1846.        V*  ^^  Tcnxm-clerk  of  Bristol  (a)  abo,  if  regarded  in  a 
"edswoeth"    proper  Jigbti  supports  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar^ 

rister.  The  objector  in  that  case  was  a  freeman,  and 
improperly  described  himself  as  being  on  a  parish  list, 
which  might  have  had  the  effect  of  misleading  the  party 
objected  to;  but  no  such  consequence  could  have  fol- 
lowed in  the  present  case.  The  party  objected  to. 
when  he  saw  that  the  objector  did  not  describe  himself 
as  being  on  the  list  of  voters  for  any  one  of  the  three 
townships  into  which  the  borough  is  divided,  was  bound 
to  search  the  list  of  freemen  for  the  borough. 

Byles  SerjL,  in  reply,  referred  to  Wansey  v.  Perkins 
(Quigler/s  Case)  (6). 

■ 

Wilde  C.  J.  In  these  cases  we  should  be  equally 
on  our  guard  against  introducing  requisitions  which 
were  not  contemplated  by  the  act,  and  permitting  plain 
directions  to  be  disobeyed,  and  thus  we  shall  render  the 
construction  of  the  statute  perfectly  intelligible  to  those 
persons  whom  its  provisions  were  intended  particularly 
to  affect.  Upon  referring  to  the  seventeenth  section  of 
the  statute,  and  the  form  No.  11.  there  mentioned,  we 
cannot  fail  to  see  what  sort  of  information  the  Legis- 
lature intended  the  person  objected  to  should  receive 
by  the  service  of  the  notice  of  objection  upon  him. 
Taking  the  two  together,  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
objector  is  bound  to  specify  the  particular  list  upon 
which  his  name  appears,  and  the  eleventh  form  gives  an 
example  of  the  mode  in  which  that  information  is  to  be 
furnished.     The  form,  after  stating  the  substance  of  the 

(a)  Ante,  p.  7.  (6)  Ante,  p.  SS5. 
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objection,  concludes  thus:  *^  (Signed)  A.B.  o(  Iplace        1846. 

of  abode]  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of ;" 

thereby  intending  to  require  that  the  particular  parish 
should  be  described,  on  the  list  of  voters  for  which  the 
objector's  name  is  to  be  found.  If  the  example  given 
in  the  form  does  not  apply,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  ob- 
jector to  see  what  equivalent  information  he  can  afford* 
Here,  the  notice  of  objection  states  the  name  and  place 
of  abode  of  the  objector,  and  then  adds,  ^^  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  borough  of  Lancaster.**  Now,  in  one 
sense,  att  the  lists  constitute  the  list  for  the  borough, 
and  the  notice,  therefore,  is  by  no  means  so  precise  as 
the  statute  requires  it  to  be,  and  is  not  calculated  to 
a£fbrd  that  information  to  the  party  objected  to  which  it 
was  intended  should  be  supplied.  It  seems  to  me, 
therefore,  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  insufficient. 
If  that  be  so,  the  question  arises,  whether  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  revising  barrister  to  treat  the  omission  as 
an  inaccuracy,  and  to  hold  that  the  notice  of  objection 
was  valid,  because  the  *^  list  of  voters  "  mentioned  in 
the  notice  was  such  as  was  ** commonly  understood'' 
to  mean  the  list  of  freemen  of  the  borough.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  statement  of  facts  to  shew  that  **  on  the 
list  of  voters  for  the  borough  "  was  commonly  under- 
stood to  mean  **  on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote 
for  the  borough;"  and  since  the  barrister  is  not  em- 
powered to  dispense  with  the  requirements  of 'the  act, 
I  think  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  amend  the  notice  in  this 
respect.  None  of  the  cases  which  have  been  cited  at 
all  break  in  upon  the  principle  on  which  I  ground  my 
opinion,  and  therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  the  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong. 

0  0  2 
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1846.  CoLTMAN  J.     I  had  at  first  some  difficulty  in  arriv- 

Edswoeth  *"g  *^  •^^  same  conclusion  as  the  rest  of  the  Court ;  but 
Faeike.  upon  the  whole,  as  it  is  perfectly  consistent  with  what 
is  stated  in  the  notice  of  objection  that  the  objector 
might  be  on  one  of  the  householders'  lists,  and  not 
on  the  list  of  freemen,  that  information  which  the  act 
requires  has  not,  I  think,  been  given  to  the  party 
objected  tO|  and  therefore  the  notice  of  objection  is 
insufficient 

Mai  LE  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  stat 
6  Vict.  c.  18.  was  passed  to  remedy  those  defects  in  the 
Reform  Act  which  related  to  registration.  One  of 
those  defects  was  the  absence  of  sufficient  particularity 
in  the  notice  of  objection.  By  the  seventeenth  section 
of  the  Registration  of  Voters  Act,  the  right  to  object  is 
made  to  depend  upon  the  insertion  of  the  objector's 
name  in  the  list  of  voters,  quite  independently  of  the 
fact  whether  he  is  qualified  to  vote  or  not.  Now,  when 
a  person  has  a  power  conferred  upon  him  by  act  of 
parliament  to  interfere  with  the  rights  of  others,  such 
person  must  shew,  by  the  writing  under  which  he  ex- 
ercises the  power,  that  he  falls  within  the  description 
of  the  persons  contemplated  by  the  act.  The  statute  in 
the  present  instance  says,  that  the  notice  of  objection 
shall  be  according  to  the  form  No.  11.  Schedule  (R). 
The  form  there  given  is  applicable  only  to  the  case 
where  the  objector  is  on  the  list  of  voters  for  a  parish  ; 
but,  since  the  power  to  object  is  general,  and  is  given 
to  any  person  on  any  list  of  voters  for  the  borough,  it 
is  clear  that  what  the  statute  meant  by  the  example  it 
gave  was,  that  where  the  objector's  name  appeared  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  a  parish,  it  should  be  so  stated ; 
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and  that  where  bis  name  appeared  on  any  other  listy  such  1846. 
list  should  be  described  with  the  same  particularity.  Kdsworth 
This  was  intimated  by  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Tudball  v.  The  „  ^' 
Tcntm-clerk  of  Bristol.  His  Lordship  there  says  (a), 
*^  The  party  objecting  has  followed  the  form  given  in 
the  act  much  closer  than  he  need  have  done,  and  has 
followed  it  falsely.  He  has  described  himself  as  beuig 
upon  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Clifton^  his 
name  being,  in  fact,  upon  another  list,  namely,  upon 
the  list  of  the  freemen  of  the  city  of  BristoL  We  cannot 
hold  such  a  notice  of  objection  sufficient ;  as,  where  the 
lists  of  voters  are  numerous,  it  would  throw  greater 
'difficulty  upon  the  claimant  in  searching  for  the  ob- 
jector than  the  act  intended  to  impose."  But  it  has 
been  argued  that,  assuming  the  notice  not  to  be  in  the 
form  required  by  the  seventeenth  section,  the  defect  is 
cured  by  the  101st  section  of  the  statute.  I  conceive, 
however,  that  the  words  **  commonly  understood,"  as 
used  in  that  section,  must  be  taken  to  apply  to  cases 
where  the  description  given  would,  in  its  popular  sense, 
convey  precisely  the  same  meaning  as  if  the  more 
accurate  and  legal  description  had  been  employed ;  as 
where  a  person  describes  a  parish  by  some  popular 
name,  or  where  a  part  of  a  name  is  omitted.  In  fact, 
in  order  to  bring  a  case  within  the  meaning  of  the  101st 
section,  there  should  be  an  inaccurate  description  of  the 
same  thing ;  which  is  certainly  not  the  case  here.  I 
think  if  the  description  in  the  present  case  were  ex- 
panded, it  would  mean  **  on  one  of  the  four  lists  of 
voters  for  the  borough  of  Lancaster  ;**  and  that  cannot 
be  called  an  inaccurate  mode  of  saying  the  same  thing 

(a)  Ant^  p  10. 
0  0  3 
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as  ^^on  the  list  of  freemen  entitled  to  vote  for  the 
borough  of  Lancaster ^^^  but  refers  in  truth  to  something 
substantially  different.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  think 
the  notice  of  objection  bad,  and  that  the  decbion  of  the 
revising  barrister  must  be  reversed. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Decision  reversed. 


November  16.     Beenlen,  Appellant,  and  Hockin,  Respondent. 


A  notice  of  ob- 
jection given 
to  the  over- 
seers, or  to  the 
pRTty  objected 
to,  pursuant  to 
sUt  6  Vtct, 
c  18. 1. 17, 
must  state  the 
year  of  our 
Lord,  in  the 
dating  thereof, 
or  it  will  be 
insufficient. 

Service  of  a 
notice  of  objec- 
tion upon  one 
of  the  overseers 
is  good  service 
upon  all, 
although  the 
overseer  served 
be  not  one  of 
those  who  sign- 
ed the  list  of 
voters  for  the 
parish. 


^T^HIS  was  an  appeal  from   the  decision  of  James 
Lancaster  Laicena  and  John  Shapland  Stocky  Elsqs., 
tlie  revising  barristers  for  the  borough  of  Dartmouth^ 
who  stated  the  following  case : 

Percy  Hockin^  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of^ 
St.  Saviour^  within  the  said  borough,  objected  to  the 
name  of  John  Beenlen  being  retained  upon  the  list  of 
voters  in  the  parish   of  St:  Saviour,     In  the  notice  of 
objection  given  to  the  overseers,  and  also  in  the  notice 
of  objection  given  to  the  party  objected  to,  the  date  was 
stated  thus :  '<  Dated  this  22nd  day  of  August^*     These 
notices  were  signed   by  the  objector  on   the  22d  of 
Atdgtistf  in  the  year  1846.     The  notice  of  objection  to 
the  overseers  of  St.  Saviour^s  was  served  on  one  of  the 
churchwardens  on  the  25th  of  August^  1846.     The  list 
of  voters  made  out  by  the  overseers  of  the  said  parish 
of  St.  Saviour  was  signed  by  three  of  the  overseers  and 
one  of  the  churchwardens  of  that  parish,  but  was  not 
signed  by  the  churchwarden  of  that  parish  on  whom 
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the  notice  of  objection  was  served.     It  was  objectedi        1846. 
first,  that  the  notices  of  objection  were  bad,  forasmuch       I 
as  they  omitted  to  state  the  year  in  the  dating  thereof;  ^* 

and,  secondly,  that  the  service  of  the  notice  of  objection 
given  to  the  overseers  was  bad,  forasmuch  as  it  was 
served  upon  a  churchwarden  of  the  parish  who  had  not 
signed  the  list.  We  held  the  notices  of  objection  to  be 
good,  and  the  service  of  that  given  to  the  churchwarden 
to  be  a  good  service,  and  expunged  the  name  of  the 
said  John  Beenlen  from  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said 
parish  of  5/.  Saviour, 

Greenwood  for  the  appellant.  The  first  question  for 
the  decision  of  the  Court  in  this  case  arises  upon  the 
meaning  of  the  forms  No.  10.  and  No.  11.  in  Schedule 
(B.)  annexed  to  stat.  Vict.  c.  18.,  coupled  with  the  seven- 
teenth section  of  that  statute.  It  is  submitted  that  the 
directions  of  the  act  are  not  complied  with,  unless  the 
year  be  inserted  in  the  dating  of  the  notice.  The  seven- 
teenth section  of  the  act  requires  that  the  notice  of  ob- 
objection  given  to  the  overseers  shall  be  made  out 
*^  according  to  the  form  numbered  10.  in  Schedule  (B.), 
or  to  the  like  effect ; "  and  that  the  notice  of  objection 
given  to  the  party  objected  to  shall  be  ^*  according  to 
the  form  numbered  11.  in  the  said  Schedule  (B.).'' 
Each  of  these  forms,  as  regards  the  way  in  which  the 
date  should  be  stated,  are  identically  the  same.     Both 

run  thus :  "  Dated  this day  of  — ."     It  is  true 

that  these  forms  do  not  expressly  require  that  the  year 
should  be  stated,  but  the  obvious  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature was  that  the  whole  of  the  date  should  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument  itself.  In  the  forms  No.  6. 
and  No.  7.  in  the  same  schedule,  which  are  forms  of 
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1 846.        notices  of  claim,  the  date  includes  the  year ;  <<  Dated 

— ; this  day  of one  thousand  eiffht  hundred 

Jl  and .**     And  the  same  information  ought  to  be 

supplied  in  notices  of  objection,  otherwise  if  it  were  only 
necessary  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  forms  No.  10»  and 
No.  11.  with  any  sensible  words,  they  might  run  thus: 
<^  Dated  this  third  day  of  the  week,*"  or,  <<  Dated  this 
Jlfih  day  of  the  month.**  It  may  be  said,  on  the  other 
side,  that  neither  the  overseer  nor  the  party  objected  to 
could  have  been  misled  by  the  omission.  The  question, 
however,  is,  as  stated  by  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Wamof  v. 
Perkins  {Quigley's  Case)  (a),  whether  these  notices  of 
objection  have  been  given  in  compliance  with  the  act 
of  parliament.  The  facility  with  which  a  party  may  be 
misled  is  a  matter  altogether  foreign  to  the  inquiry. 
The  revising  barristers  have  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
notices  were  signed  in  the  year  1846,  but  a  notice  of 
objection  should  speak  for  itself,  and  shew  that  it  was 
dated  at  a  time  when  the  objector  had  a  right  to  make 
the  objection.  His  right  only  accrues  after  the  31st 
day  of  July^  and  the  objection  can  only  apply  to  the  list 
for  the  current  year ;  and,  therefore,  unless  the  year  be 
added  to  the  day  of  the  month,  there  is  no  date  at  all. 
Public  powers  must  be  executed  strictly,  as  well  as 
private  powers ;  Rex  v.  Spreyton  (i).  Secondly,  the 
notice  of  objection  to  the  overseers  was  not  served,  as 
it  ought  to  have  been,  upon  one  of  the  overseers  who» 
in  the  words  of  the  seventeeth  section  of  the  Registra- 
tion Act,  ^^  made  out  the  list"  in  which  the  name  of 
the  person  objected  to  was  inserted.  The  thirteenth 
clause  of  the  statute  requires  the  overseers  of  every 

(a)  Ante,  p.  245.  ,  (6)  S  B.  f  Jd.  818. 
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parish  to  make  out  a  list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote,  1846. 
and  then  it  goes  on  to  say,  "  and  the  said  overseers  b«klkk 
shall  sign  such  list ; "  shewing  that  the  list  is  only  to 
be  signed  by  those  who  have  been  actually  engaged  in 
making  it  out  This  explains  the  meaning  of  the  seven- 
teenth section,  and  indicates  that  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  was  that  the  notice  should  be  served  only 
upon  one  of  the  overseers  who  signed  the  list.  If  this 
were  not  so,  a  party  objecting  might  serve  his  notice 
upon  some  ornamental  churchwarden,  who  resided  at  a 
distance,  and  never  interfered  in  parochial  afiairs;  in 
which  case  the  notice  might  never  come  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  acting  portion  of  the  parish  officers. 

Kinglalrej  Seijt,  for  the  respondent.  There  has  been 
a  sufficient  compliance  in  this  case  with  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute.  Even  if  a  literal  compliance  were 
necessary,  the  objector  will  be  found  to  have  done  all 
that  was  required  of  him.  The  insertion  of  the  year  in 
forms  No.  6.  and  No.  ?•,  and  its  omission  in  No.  10.  and 
No.  II.  affords  strong  ground  for  believing  that  the 
Legislature  considered  its  insertion  in  the  latter  forms 
superfluous.  There  is  no  list  of  voters  bu)  the  list  for 
the  current  year,  and  in  the  form  No.  S.  Schedule  (B.), 
published  by  the  overseers,  and  placed  on  the  church 
door,  the  list  is  without  a  date.  It  is  only  the  par- 
ticular persons  whose  names  are  inserted  in  that  list 
who  are  entitled  to  object,  and  the  material  part  of  the 
seventeenth  section  is  not  that  which  regards  the  dale  of 
the  objection,  but  the  service  of  it  The  section  says  that 
the  person  objecting  shall  serve  his  notice  ^^  on  or  be- 
fore the  25th  day  of  August J^  iMaule  J.  The  Legis- 
lature did  not  deem  it  superfluous  to  add  ^^  in  thai  year  J*"] 
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1846.  Whatever  is  done  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  must 
be  done  in  that  year.  If  an  objector  appears  before  the 
revising  barrister,  he  must  prove  that  his  notice  of  ob- 
jection was  served  on  or  before  the  25th  of  August  in  the 
current  year.  "  The  list  of  voters  **  means  "  the  list  for 
1846/'  and  the  notice  of  objection  is  dated  ^  this  22nd 
day  of  August^"*  that  is,  <<  the  22nd  day  of  At^ust^  1846." 
In  Humphries  v.  CuUingwood  (a)  it  was  held  that  a  notice 
at  the  foot  of  a  bill  of  Middlesex^  under  the  stat.  5  G.  2. 
c.  29.,  specifying  the  day  and  month  when  the  de- 
fendant was  to  appear,  was  r^ular,  though  it  wholly 
omitted  to  state  the  year,  or  the  word  ^^  next.^  So  in 
JTie  Weaver's  Con^cmy  v.  Forrest  {b)  the  Court  decided 
that  a  similar  notice,  under  the  same  statute,  was  suffi- 
cient,  when  the  notice  required  the  defendant  to  appear 
at  the  return  of  the  process,  "  being  the  14th  ofjunej 
without  saying  this  instant,  or  expressing  the  year  of 
our  Lord,  or  of  the  King."  In  Steel  v.  Campbell  (c),  the 
notice  required  the  defendant  to  appear  on  the  20th 
day  of  January  1808,  a  year  which  had  already  passed 
by,  but  it  was  considered  that  he  could  not  have  been 
misled  by  the  error,  and  therefore  that  the  mistake  was 
immaterial.  In  the  present  case  it  was  impossible  for 
the  parties  to  have  been  misled  ;  TudbaU  v.  The  Tawnr 
clerk  of  Bristol  (d) ;  Barton  v.  Ashley  (e).  As  to  the 
second  objection,  the  churchwardens  are  ex  ^icio  over- 
seers by  the  stat  43  Eliz,,  and  the  tenth  section  of  the 
Registration  Act  directs  the  town-clerk  to  issue  bis 
precept   to  the   overseers   of  every   parish   generally. 


(a)  1  Chit,  Rep.  384.  (6)  8  Stra.  1232. 

(c)  1  Taunt.  424.  (rf)  Ante,  p.  7. 

(e)  Antd,  p.  307. 
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Tben  the  lOIst  section  provides  that  ^^the  words  1846. 
•overseers'  or  *  overseers  of  the  poor'  shall  extend  to  bctnuh 
and  mean  all  persons  who  by  virtue  of  any  office  or 
appointment  shall  execute  the  duties  of  overseers  of  the 
poor,  by  whatever  name  or  title  such  persons  may  be 
called,  and  in  whatsoever  manner  they  may  be  ap- 
pointed ;  and  that  all  matters  by  this  act  directed  to  be 
done  by  the  overseers  of  a  parish  or  township  may  be 
lawfully  done  by  the  major  part  of  such  overseers ;  and 
that  whenever  any  notice  is  by  this  act  required  to  be 
given  or  sent  to  the  overseers  of  any  parish  or  township, 
it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice  shall  be  delivered  to 
any  one  of  such  overseers,  or  shall  be  left  at  his  place 
of  abode,  or  at  his  office  or  other  place  for  transacting 
parochial  business."  Whatever,  therefore,  is  done  by 
the  majority  of  the  overseers,  is  done  by  the  whole 
body,  and  service  upon  one  of  them  is  sufficient,  for 
they  are  all  overseers  who  ••  made  out  the  list,"  within 
die  meaning  of  the  17th  and  101st  sections. 

Greetmood^  in  reply.  As  to  the  last  point,  it  is  sub- 
mitted that,  taking  the  ISth  aud  the  101st  sections 
together,  the  service  is  only  good  when  effected  upon 
one  of  the  overseers  who  signed  the  list.  That  is  the 
meaning  of  the  word  •^  made,"  as  used  in  the  seventeenth 
section.  iMaule  J.  It  may  be  that  part  may  sign, 
though  all  may  make  out  the  list.]  The  natural  course 
of  things  would  be  that  those  only  would  sign  the  list 
who  made  it  out.  Humphries  v.  Cullzngwood  (a),  and 
the  other  cases  cited  upon  the  first  point,  have  no  ap- 
plication, because  the  question  is  not  whether  a  party 

(a)  1  Chii,  Rep,  SS4. 
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1846*        can  be  misled,  but  whether  there  has  been  a  sufficient 
Bmhuik      compliance  with  the  act  of  parliament    Upon  this  point, 
Edsnoarth  v.  Farrer  (a)  is  in  favour  of  the  appellant 


HoCKllff. 


Wilde  C.  J.  This  is  a  recent  act  of  parliament, 
and,  therefore,  many  of  its  clauses  have  not  received  a 
judicial  interpretation ;  and  considering  the  nature  of 
the  act  and  its  peculiar  objects,  it  may  be  difficult  to 
draw  analogies  from  the  construction  put  upon  other 
statutes  for  the  purpose  of  elucidating  it.  Wherever 
the  terms  of  any  particular  section  of  a  statute  are  ex- 
press, clear,  and  intelligible,  we  are  not  at  liberty  to 
create  any  doubt  by  a  reference  to  the  language  of 
other  sections  in  interpreting  it ;  but  where  the  mean- 
ing of  the  section  is  doubtful,  we  may  be  obliged  to 
refer  to  analogies,  and  admit  the  argument  arising  from 
the  convenience  or  inconvenience  of  a  particular  con- 
struction. Now,  in  the  present  case,  although  I  may 
regret  that  the  party  objecting  may  have  been  misled,  I 
do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  entertain  considerations  of  in- 
convenience, because  I  have  no  difficulty  in  collecting 
from  the  language  of  the  statute,  that  it  was  intended 
that  the  notices  should  be  dated.  What  is  meant  by 
*^  dated  "  ?  It  means,  that  the  time  should  be  fixed  at 
which  a  particular  act  is  done.  Then  is  the  year  re- 
quired to  fix  the  date  ?  I  think  it  is,  and  though  there 
are  some  forms  given  in  which  the  necessity  of  stating 
the  year  as  part  of  the  date  is  more  explicitly  pointed 
out  than  in  forms  No.  10.  and  No.  11.  in  Schedule  (R)t 
still  each  of  the  notices  contained  in  the  last-mentioned 
forms  purports  to  be  dated,  and  I  consider  the  year  to 

(a)  Antd,  p.  517. 
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be  tin  essential  part  of  that  date.  If  I  am  asked  of  1846. 
what  advantage  dating  is,  I  find  that  the  legislature  has  Bmmlbm 
directed  that  the  notices  shall  be  dated,  and,  therefore,  hockiw. 
I  am  not  at  liberty  to  inquire  into  the  comparative  ad- 
vantage of  the  date  being  inserted,  or  the  comparative 
inconvenience  of  its  being  omitted.  I,  therefore,  am  of 
opinion  that  these  notices  were  defective,  and  conse- 
quently that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barristers  was 
erroneous.  With  respect  to  the  second  objection,  al- 
though our  judgment  upon  the  first  will  decide  the 
appeal,  still  I  think  that  if  the  Court  entertains  a  strong 
opinion  upon  the  remaining  point,  it  is  but  right  that 
that  opinion  should  be  expressed.  The  question  turns 
upon  the  meaning  to  be  given  to  those  words  in  the 
seventeenth  section  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c»  18.,  which  say 
that  notice  of  objection  shall  be  given  to  the  overseers 
who  shall  have  made  out  the  list  It  is  contended  that 
service  upon  a  churchwarden  of  the  parish  who  had  not 
signed  the  list  was  bad,  but  I  think  my  brother  AV;ig- 
lake  has  given  an  effectual  answer  to  that  objection. 
The  several  sections  of  the  act  which  have  been  referred 
to,  beginning  with  the  tenth,  are  general  in  their  terms, 
and  apply  to  all  those  who  fall  within  the  desription  of 
overseers  of  the  poor.  The  tenth  section  provides  that 
the  precept  shall  be  directed  to  the  overseers,  as  a  body, 
and  the  thirteenth  section,  following  out  the  general 
words  of  the  previous  clause,  requires  that  "  the  over* 
seers ''  shall  make  out  a  written  list,  and  shall  sign  such 
list.  Then  the  seventeenth  section  directs  that  the 
notice  of  objection  shall  be  given  ^^  to  the  overseers  who 
shall  have  made  out  the  list  in  which  the  name  of  the 
person  objected  to  shall  have  been  inserted."  Now,  if 
I  want  to  find  out  what  is  meant  by  the  words  ^*  who 
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shall  have  made  out  the  list,"  I  think  I  cannot  fail  to 
discover  that  meaning  by  a  reference  to  the  latter  part 
of  the  101st  clause,  which  says,  that  ^^  all  matters  by 
this  act  directed  to  be  done  by  the  overseers  of  a  parish 
or  township  may  be  lawfully  done  by  the  major  part  of 
such  overseers ;  and  that  whenever  any  notice  is  by  this 
act  required  to  be  given  or  sent  to  the  overseers  of  any 
parish  or  township,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  such  notice 
shall  be  delivered  to  any  one  of  such  overseers,  or  shall 
be  left  at  his  place  of  abode,  or  at  his  office  or  other 
place  for  transacting  parochial  business,  or  shall  be  sent 
by  the  post  free  of  postage,  or  the  postage  thereof  being 
first  paid,  addressed  to  the  overseers  of  the  particular 
parish  or  township,  naming  the  parish  or  township,  and 
the  county,  city,  or  borough  respectively,  to  which  the 
notice  to  be  so  sent  may  relate,  without  adding  any 
place  of  abode  of  such  overseers."     It  seems,  then,  to 
me  that  ^^  the  overseers  who  made  out  the  list"  are  the 
overseers  of  the  particular  parish  or  township  to  which 
the  notice  so  sent  may  relate,  and  that  these  words  do 
not  mean  the  particular  overseers  by  whose  aid,  or  by 
whose  interposition,  the  list  may  have  been  framed.     If 
the  statute  had  meant  the  particular  overseers  actively 
engaged  in  preparing  the  list,  I  should  have  expected 
to  find  an  exception  engrafted  upon  that  portion  of  the 
101st  section  which  treats  of  the  notice  given  to  the 
overseers.     I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  a  notice 
given  to  any  one  of  those  overseers  who  are  charged 
with  the  duty  of  making  out  the  list  is  sufficient,  al- 
though the  list  may  bear  the  signatures  of  a  majority 
of  the  overseers  only ;  and  that  there  is  no  distinction 
in  point  of  law  between  that  portion  of  the  overseers 
who  may  have  been  more  active  in  making  out  the  list 
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than  others,  and  the  overseers  as  a  body.    I  own,  there-  1846. 

fore,  that  I  am  strongly  impressed  with  the  opinion  that  bmklkk 
the  second  objection  is  not  valid. 


CoLTMAN,  J.  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  the  first  ob- 
jection raised  before  the  revising  barristers  was  well 
founded.  The  only  argument  which  seems  to  me  to 
have  any  weight  on  the  other  side  of  the  question  is, 
that  in  some  of  the  forms  which  have  been  referred  to 
the  year  is  specified,  and  not  left  in  blank,  but  I  do  not 
think  that  sufficient  to  overbalance  the  evident  intention 
of  the  Legislature  that  the  whole  date  should  appear  on 
the  &ce  of  the  notices.  With  regard  to  the  second 
point,  it  is  clear  to  me  that  there  is  no  force  in  the 
objection.  The  act  of  parliament  does  not  require  that 
the  notice  shall  be  served  upon  the  overseers  who 
signed,  but  upon  those  who  made  out  the  list.  If  we 
look  to  the  101st  section,  we  find  that  there  is  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  the  act  if  the  notice  be  sent  by 
the  post,  directed  to  the  overseers  generally,  without 
reference  to  those  who  have  signed  the  list ;  and,  there- 
fore, we  should  give  no  effect  to  that  part  of  the  clause 
if  we  held  that,  by  the  seventeenth  section,  it  was  in- 
tended to  require  that  the  notice  should  be  served  on 
one  of  the  overseers  by  whom  the  list  had  been  signed. 

Maule  J.  I  also  think  that  these  notices  of  objec- 
tion to  the  overseers  and  to  the  party  objected  to  are 
insufficiently  dated,  and  not  in  accordance  with  the 
forms  contained  in  the  schedule.  The  forms  No.  10. 
and  No.  11.  Schedule  (B.)  have  these  words:  "Dated 

this day  of  ."      ITie  common  understanding 

of  that  language  would  be  "  this  day  of  some  particular 
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1846.        month,  a.d.  1846.*'    I  do  not  think  that  the  object  of 
T  the  act  would  be  answered  unless  the  day,  month,  and 

^'  year,  according  to  the   Christian  calendar,  were  in- 

serted ;  for  instance,  any  computation  of  time  referring 
to  Jewish  or  Mahometan  chronology,  or  reckoning  from 
the  French  Revolution,  would  not  be  sufficienL     The 
act  was  meant  for  plain  people,  and  any  date  inserted 
in  the  forms  which  it  requires  should  be  followed,  must 
be  such  as  they  can  understand.     Unless  the  year  be 
stated  of  which  the  month  forms  a  part,  the  day  and 
month  are  in  no  way  particularised.     It  b  said,  how- 
ever, that  inasmuch  as  the  year  is  inserted  in  some  of 
the  forms,  and  omitted  in  the  forms  now  in  question, 
the  insertion  of  the  year  as  part  of  the  date  is  not  ne- 
cessary.    That  argument  depends  upon  the  assumption 
that  parliament   never   leaves   unsaid  what  it  intends 
should  be  known ;  but  every  one  is  aware  how  common 
it  is,  even  in  acts  of  parliament,  where  precision  of  lan- 
guage is  of  great  importance,  and  elegance  of  style  of 
no  importance  whatever,  to  find  two  equivalent  expres- 
sions used  to  convey  the  same  meaning.     It  is  quite 
clear  to  me,  therefore,  that  in  the  forms  No.  10.  and 
No.  11.  the  year  is  required  to  be  inserted  as  part  of 
the  date.     In  Humphries  v.  CuUingwood  (a)  the  defend- 
ant was  required  to  appear  *  on  the  return  day  of  the 
process ;  but  that  was  not  the  date  of  the  notice  itself, 
and  it  referred,  moreover,  to  a  future  time.     When  I 
say  to  a  man  **  I  shall  expect  you  to  pay  me  some 
money  by  December"  I  mean  ** by  December  next,"  not 
^^  some  one  December  at  your  own  choice  in  the  course 
of  centuries."     But  the  notices  of  objection  in  the  pre- 

(a)  1  ChU,  Rep,  384. 
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sent  case  refer  to  a  time  past,  and  consequently  Hum-        1 846. 
phries  v.  Ctdlingwood  (a)  has  no  bearing  upon  the  point       BKKin.«K 
under  discussion.     But  then  it  is   said  that  no  other       „  ^' 

Hocriir. 

month  than  August  1846  can-  be  meant  When,  how^ 
ever,  the  act  of  parliament  gives  an  objector  only  one 
month  in  which  to  object,  it  requires  him  to  mention 
that  month  in  his  notice ;  because,  although  a  person 
conversant  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  knows  that  it 
is  only  during  that  month  that  the  notice  can  be  given, 
other  persons  may  require  the  information.  It  is  said 
that  a  party  cannot  be  misled  by  the  omission  of  the 
year  in  the  date ;  but  I  think  that  inconvenience  might 
happen  if  the  year  were  left  out.  Suppose  a  person, 
having  a  good  vote,  were  to  be  objected  to  year  after 
year.  He  comes  up  the  first  year,  and  defends  his 
vote  before  the  revising  barrister,,  and  his  name  is  re- 
tained. The  next  year,  while  he  is  from  home,  a 
notice  of  objection  is  served  at  his  house ;  on  his  re- 
turn he  sees  a  paper  lying  on  his  table,  undated  as 
before,  and,  supposing  it  to  be  the  old  notice  of  objec- 
tion, he  neglects  to  attend  before  the  ban*ister,  and  his 
name  is  struck  off  the  list  of  voters.  With  respect  to 
the  other  objection,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  thirteenth 
section  requires  the  overseers,  that  is,  all  the  overseers, 
to  make  out  the  list  of  voters  for  their  own  parish,  and 
to  sign  such  list.  Then,  the  seventeenth  section  directs 
that  a  notice  of  objection  shall  be  given  to  the  overseers 
who  shall  have  made  out  the  lisL  Now,  who  are  these 
overseers  ?  When  the  act  says  that  the  notice  shall  be 
given  to  the  overseers  of  a  paiticular  parish,  I  think  it 
means  to  distinguish  them  from  the  overseers  of  any 

(a)  1  Ckii,  Rep.  SS4. 
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Other  parish,  and  not  one  portion  of  the  overseers  from 
another.  Then  comes  the  101st  section,  enacting^ 
'^  that  all  matters  by  this  act  directed  to  be  done  by  the 
overseers  of  a  parish  or  township  may  be  lawfully  done 
by  the  major  part  of  such  overseers,"  and  that  wherever 
notice  is  required  to  be  given  to  the  overseers,  it  maj 
be  given  to  any  one  of  them.  Under  sect.  IS.,  there- 
fore, the  list  is  made,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  by  all  the 
overseers,  and  notice  to  one  is  notice  to  all,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  seventeenth  secdon. 


WiLUAMS  J.  concurred. 


Decision  reversed. 


November  16. 


Norton,   Appellant,    The  Town-Clerk  of 
Salisbury,  Respondent. 


The  day  ap* 
pointed  for 
hearing  regis- 
tration appeals 
is  the^jl  day 
appointed  for 
that  purpose 
by  the  court, 
within  the 


^T^HIS  appeal  having  been  called  on  in  its  turn,  the 
respondent  did  not  appear. 


Kinglake  Serjt.,  for  the  appellant,  produced  an  affi- 
davit to  shew  that  due  notice  of  the  intention  to  prosecute 
^^nu^^\T^  ^^^  appeal,  had  been  served  on  the  respondent  ten  days 
*•  ^!  "^^^^       before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearinir.     The  notice 

requires  ten  <f      rr  o 

days'  noUce  tu    was  served  on  the  2d  of  November^  and  the  first  day 

least  to  be  given 

to  the  respond,  fixed  for  hearing  registration  appeals  was  the  12th  of 

ent  of  the  ap- 
pellant's 
intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal. 

Whfre,  therefore,  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  given  on  the  16th  Ocfofer,  and 
the  first  day  appointed  for  hearing  appeals  was  the  12th  November^  and  notice  was  given  oo 
the  2d  Novenier  to  the  respondent  of  the  intention  to  prosecute :  Held  (the  respondent  not 
appearing),  that  the  appeal  could  not  be  heard,  and  that  the  court  could  not  postpone  tbe 
hearing,  on  the  ground  that  there  had  not  been  reasonable  time  to  give  such  notice. 
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November.  The  case  bad  been  signed  by  the  barrister 
on  the  16th  of  October.  [Wilde  C.  J,  How  can  we 
hear  this  appeal?  The  stat.  6  VicL  a  18.  s.6^.  is  ex- 
press ^^  that  no  appeal  shall  be  heard  by  the  Court  in 
any  case  where  the  respondent  shall  not  appear,  unless 
the  appellant  shall  prove  that  due  notice  of  his  intention 
to  prosecute  such  appeal  was  given  or  sent  to  the  re- 
spondent ten  days  at  least  before  the  day  appointed  for 
the  hearing  of  3uch  appeal."  ^^  Ten  days  at  least " 
means  ten  clear  days.]  The  sixty-second  section  pro- 
vides that,  within  the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas 
term,  the  appellant  shall  transmit  to  the  master  the  case 
signed  by  the  barrister,  and  also  a  notice  of  his  inten- 
tion to  prosecute  the  appeal ;  and  the  practice  has  been, 
first  to  enter  the  appeal,  and  give  the  proper  notice  to 
the  master,  and  then  to  serve  the  respondent  with 
notice.  T^ree  days  were  appointed  for  hearing  appeals, 
viz.  the  I12th,  16th,  and  19th  of  November^  and  as  ,the 
present  appeal  was  not  heard  on  the  12th  of  November ^ 
the  present  day  is  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing. 
[Wilde  C.J.  Every  appeal  is  liable  to  be  called  on,  in 
the  order  in  which  it  is  entered  in  the  list,  on  the  first 
day.]  The  appellant  would  have  been  in  time,  if  the 
Court  had  not  fixed  upon  so  early  a  day  as  the  12th  of 
November.  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  there  has 
not  been  reasonable  time  to  serve  the  notice,  and,  under 
these  circumstances,  the  Court  is  empowered,  by  the 
.  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  sixty-fourth  section,  to  post- 
pone the  hearing  of  the  appeal.  In  Newton  v.  T^e 
Overseers  of  Mobberley  (a)  no  notice  at  all  had  been 
given,  the  respondents  having  consented  to  waive  it, 
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and  Tindal  C.  J.  said  (a),  "  We  have  no  power  to  dis- 
pense with  an  affidavit  of  such  notice  having  been  given, 
although  the  respondents  have  waived  it.  Still,  as  the 
proviso  enables  the  Court  to  postpone  the  hearing  of 
the  appeal,  '  if  it  shall  appear  to  them  that  there  has 
not  been  reasonable  time  to  give  or  send  such  notice;* 
and  as  it  appears  that  the  appellant  has  been  lulled  into 
security  by  the  conduct  of  the  respondents,  I  think  the 
appeal  may,  under  the  circumstances,  stand  over  till  the 
next  term.  That  delay  will  give  the  appellant  ample 
time  to  serve  the  respondents  with  notice  of  his  inten- 
tion to  prosecute  the  appeal  .'^ 


Wilde  C.  J.  I  should  be  very  glad  if  I  could  find  a 
ground  upon  which  we  could  postpone  this  appeal,  so 
as  admit  of  ten  days'  notice  being  given  to  the  re- 
spondent ;  but  it  behoves  the  Court  to  conform  to  the 
enactments  of  the  legislature,  and  I  can  see  nothing  in 
the  case  which  would  authorize  us  to  grant  the  applica- 
tion. The  affidavit  proceeds  upon  the  footing  that  due 
notice  has  been  given,  and  therefore  it  states  nothing  to 
shew  that  there  has  not  been  reasonable  time  to  serve 
such  notice.  It  is  singular  that,  in  the  sixty-second 
section  of  the  act,  no  time  is  mentioned  within  which  the 
appellant  is  required  to  give  the  respondent  notice ;  it 
only  directs  that  notice  of  the  intention  to  prosecute  the 
appeal  shall  be  given  to  the  Master  within  the  first  four 
days  of  Michaelmas  term.  This  section  seems  intended 
to  meet  the  case  of  an  appeal  in  which  the  respondent 
appears.  But,  when  the  respondent  does  not  appear, 
there  is  an  express  enactment  that  the  Court  shall  not 
have  power  to  hear  the  appeal,   unless  the  appellant 


(a)  Ante,  p.  336. 


X.  VICTORIA. 


541 


proves  that  he  has  given  the  respondent  ten  clear  days' 
notice  of  his  intention  to  prosecute  it ;  except  in  cases 
when  it  shall  appear  to  the  Court  that  there  has  not 
been  reasonable  time  to  serve  such  notice.  In  the  case 
referred  to,  the  Court  acted  upon  the  assumption  that 
the  time  afforded  had  ceased  to  be  reasonable  in  con- 
sequence of  the  conduct  of  the  respondent;  and  the 
Court,  whether  correctly  or  not,  held  that  the  circum- 
stances there  disclosed  brought  the  case  within  the  pro- 
viso of  the  sixty-fourth  section,  and  gave  them  authority 
to  extend  the  time  for  giving  the  notice.  But  there  is 
no  statement  or  suggestion  here  which  would  justify  the 
Court  in  acting  upon  the  proviso,  and  saying  that  there 
has  not  been  a  reasonable  time  allowed.  The  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  was  pronounced  on  the  16th 
October^  and  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  appellant 
then  giving  the  respondent  notice  of  his  intention  to 
prosecute  the  appeal.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  ap- 
peal cannot  be  heard. 


1846. 
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CoLTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  words 
^  ten  days  at  least "  have  already  received  a  judicial 
construction,  and  they  have  been  held  to  mean  days 
exclusive  both  of  the  day  of  giving  notice  and  of  the 
day  upon  which  the  act  is  to  be  done  which  is  contem- 
plated by  the  notice.  Under  the  words,  therefore,  of 
the  sixty-fourth  section,  I  think  the  notice  was  given 
too  late.  Nor  do  I  think  that  the  words  of  the  proviso 
help  the  appellant :  there  was  abundant  opportunity  for 
the  appellant  to  have  given  a  notice  in  sufficient  time. 


Maule  J.    I  also  think  tliat  ten  daya'  notice  has  not 
been  given  to  the  respondent  in  this  case.     The  notice 

P  P  S 


M2 


1846 


NOETON 
▼. 

The  Town 

Clerk  of 

Sauuvkt. 


MICHAELMAS  T£RM« 

was  given  on  the  2nd  JSaoember^  and  the  day  appointed 
for  hearing  the  appeals  was  Nooember  I2tb.  When  a 
notice  of  ^  ten  days  at  least  **  is  required,  it  has  been 
decided  that  ten  days  should  elapse  between  the  day  of 
giving  the  notice  and  the  day  for  which  the  notice  is 
given.  The  appellant  should  bestir  himself  and  give 
the  notice  as  early  as  possible. 


Williams  J.  concurred. 


Appeal  struck  out  (a). 


November  19. 


(a)  Adby,  Appellant,  and  Hill,  Respondent. 

Upon  this  case  being  cmlled  on,  the  respondent  did  not  appear.  Notice  of 
the  appellant's  intention  to  prosecute  the  appeal  had  not  been  serted  tS 
the  2d  November. 


Cockbum  applied  for  an  adjournment  of  the  bearing  until  the  next 
term,  in  order  that  the  appellant  might  give  a  fresh  notice.  He  submittsd 
that  the  decision  in  the  principal  case  had  come  upon  the  parties  bj 
surprise. 

WiLDx  C.  J.  The  court  have  considered  with  great  anxiety  what  is  the 
true  construction  of  this  act  of  parliament,  which  it  b  their  dutj  to  carry 
into  effect.  By  this  act  the  House  of  Commons  have  parted  with  a  verf 
considerable  portion  of  their  constitutional  powers  and  have  delegated  it 
to  this  Court;  but  at  the  same  time  they  have  thought  fit  to  guard  agaimt 
any  encroachment  upon  their  authority.  It  would  have  been  competent 
to  the  legislature  to  have  given  this  Court  a  discretion  in  Tarioos  par- 
ticulars ;  but  the  sixty-fourth  section,  which  is  now  under  consideratioai 
is  precise  and  distinct  in  its  terms.  The  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 
is  made  conclusive  as  to  the  right  of  voting,  subject  to  an  appeal,  the 
hearing  of  which  is  made  dependent  upon  certain  conditions.  One  <^  ths 
conditions  imposed  Upon  the  appelant  is,  that  he  shall  give  ten  days*  ne* 
tice  to  the  respondent ;  and  to  make  this  the  more  emphatic,  the  sectioa 
says  "  ten  days  ai  least  before  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  such 
appeal**  When  the  legislature  gives,  as  1  said  before,  for  the  iirst  time^ 
power  to  a  court  of  law  to  decide  conclusively  on  questions  involving  the 
elective  franchise,  that  is  a  state  of  things  which,  above  all  others*  binds  the 
Court  to  act  strictly  within  the  limits  assigned  to  its  jurisdiction  by  the 
act  of  parliament     It  is  much  more  fitting,  if  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
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ibould  be  found  too  stringent,  thmt  it  should  be  left  to  the  legidature  to 
relai  them,  than  thmt  those  provisions  should  be  enlarged  by  a  decision  of 
the  Court.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  words  <<  ten  days  at  least "  in 
the  act,  mean  ten  days  exclusively  of  the  first  and  the  last  day ;  and  that 
being  our  construction  of  the  act  of  parliament,  our  duty  is  limited  to 
seeing  whether  the  appellant  has  performed  the  condition  on  which  alone 
the  right  of  appeal  is  given.  We  are  of  opinion  that,  on  the  plainest 
view  of  the  matter,  he  has  not  so  done.  Whatever  may  be  the  conse- 
quences of  this  decision  upon  any  future  election,  they  must  be  of  in- 
finitely less  importance  than  the  assumption  of  a  power  which  has  not 
been  bestowed  upon  the  CourL  Upon  the  ground,  therefore,  that  the 
language  of  the  act  of  parliament  is  distinct  and  precise,  the  Court  must 
bold  that  no  appellant  can  have  his  appeal  heard  in  the  absence  of  the  re- 
spondent, unless  he  has  given  ten  clear  days*  notice  of  his  intention  to 
prosecute  the  appeal — a  condition  with  which  the  appellant  in  this  case 
has  not  complied.  The  postponement  of  the  hearing  till  next  term  would, 
it  appears  to  us,  have  no  effect  We  could  not  say  next  term,  that  the 
day  appointed  for  hearing  the  registration  appeals  was  not  November  12th. 
The  nutter  would,  therefore,  remain  just  as  it  stands  at  present,  unless 
the  Court  were  to  say  that  there  had  not  been  reasonable  time  to  give  the 
notice^  which,  in  the  absence  of  even  any  suggestion  to  that  effect,  would 
be  inconsistent  with  judicial  gravity,  and  wear  the  appearance  of  a  sub- 
terfuge. The  day  for  hearing  the  appeals  has  been  appointed,  the  proper 
notice  has  not  been  given,  and  the  consequence  is,  that  the  appeal  in  this 
case  cannot  be  heard. 

Appeal  struck  out. 


1846. 
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Pbino,  Appellant,  and  Estgoubt,  Respondent 

Ammold  moved  to  postpone  the  hearing  of  this  appeal  till  next  term. 
He  produced  an  affidavit,  stating  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister was  given  on  the  16th  October;  that  the  attorney  of  the  appellant 
had  been  taken  ill  in  the  last  week  of  October,  and  had  died  on  the  7th 
November ;  and  that  during  his  illness  he  had  confided  the  further  pro- 
secution of  the  appeal  to  a  parliamentary  registration  agent,  to  whom  he 
did  not  state  what  notice  was  requisite  to  be  given.  The  agent  in  ques- 
tion swore  to  bis  ignorance  of  what  was  the  law  with  respect  to  giving 
this  notice. 


Wilde  C  J.     The  statute  did  not  contemplate  a  party  deferring  the 

notice  so  late  as  the  last  week  of  October,  when  there  is  time  to  give  it 

before. 

Appeal  struck  out. 
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nor  does  the 
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instructed  to 
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respondent 
amount  to  an 
appearance  by 
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Gboveb,  Appellant,  and  Bontbms,  BeBpondent 

Whkn  this  appeal  was  called  on,  the  respondent  not  appearing,  the  nolict 
was  found  to  be  similarly  defectiTe  with  thoee  in  the  preceding  cnes,  not 
having  been  served  on  the  respondent  till  the  2nd  November, 

WeUfy,  for  the  appellant,  submitted  that  the  Court  might  hev  ths 
appeaL  He  relied  upon  an  aflidavit,  stating  that  an  applicatioQ  had  bsca 
made  to  the  Court,  on  the  behalf  of  the  respondent,  for  leave  to  deliver 
paper  books ;  which,  he  contended,  amounted  to  aoonatmctiTe  appearancs 
by  him.  [Maule  J.  There  was  no  actual  appearance ;  the  case  was  not 
called  on.]  The  affidavit  stated  also  that  on  the  18th  November  ths 
respondent's  attorney  informed  the  attorney  for  the  appellant  that  he  bsd 
instructed  counsel  to  i4>pear  for  the  respondent. 

WiLDB  C.  J.  The  application  to'  deliver  paper  books  on  the  part  of 
the  respondent  is  not  enough  to  dispense  with  proof  of  notice  of  the  appel- 
lant's intention  to  prosecute  the  appeaL  It  is  quite  clear  that  the  appellsot 
was  not  thrown  off  his  guard  by  what  took  places  because  he  has  giveo  s 
notice,  though  that  notice  is  insufficient.  We  cannot  enter,  then,  into  s 
discussion  of  what  may,  and  what  may  not,  amount  to  a  cmistnictive  sp- 
pearance ;  unce  the  respondent  does  not  now  appear,  and  the  appellsnt 
has  failed  to  give  the  proper  notice,  the  appeal  cannot  be  heard. 

Appeal  struck  out. 


Gale,  Appellant,  and  Chubb,  Respondent. 

^I^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  ihe  decision  of 
George  Paidden^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  the 
borough  of  Malmesbury. 

Upon  the  revision  of  the  list  of  capital  burgesses, 
being  freemen  of  the  said  borough,  entitled  to  vote  in 
the  election  of  a  member  for  the  said  borough,  Henry 


November  19. 

Before  the 
passing  of  the 
Reform  Act, 
the  right  of 
voting  in  the 
borough  of 
MtUmedtury 
was  vekted  in 
the  **  capital 
burgesses  " 
only.     The 
corporation  of 

M.  consists  of  four  classes  of  burgesses ;  the  first  called  *'  capital  burgesses,**  the  second, 
**  assistant  burgesses,**  the  third,  "  landholders,**  and  the  fourth,  **  free  burgesses  or  com- 
moners ;  **  burgesses  of  the  fourth  class  being  qualified  for  admission  thereto  {inter  aSa) 
in  respect  of  birth.  A  vacancy  in  the  third  class  is  supplied  from  the  fourth  by  seniority, 
and  vacancies  in  the  second  and  first  classes  are  filled  up  from  the  third  and  second  clasaa 
by  election. 

P.,  prior  to  1st  AfarcA,  1A31,  had  been  admitted  a  *<free  burgess**  in  respect  of  birth, 
and  was  subsequently  elected  a  **  capital  burgess.**  ffeld,  that  he  was  not  disqualified  by 
the  proviso  in  the  S2nd  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  as  *<  elected  otherwise  than  in  respect  of 
birth,**  birth  having  made  him  eligible  into  the  first  class  of  burgesses. 


Chum. 
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Gale  objected  to  the  names  of  Hercules  Player  and  seven  ]  846. 
other  persons  being  retained  on  the  said  list.  Service  ^^^ 
of  the  several  notices  of  objection  having  been  admitted, 
the  facts  of  the  case  were  admitted  on  both  sides  to  be 
as  follows :  —  The  corporation  of  Malmesbwy  consists 
of  four  classes  of  burgesses  or  freemen.  The  first  class 
is  composed  of  an  alderman  and  twelve  other  burgesses 
or  freemen,  called  capital  burgesses ;  the  second  class 
consists  of  twenty-four  burgesses  or  freemen,  called  as* 
sistant  burgesses ;  the  third  class  comprises  forty-eight 
burgesses  or  freemen,  called  landholders ;  and  the  fourth 
class  consists  of  an  indefinite  number  of  burgesses  or 
freemen,  called  free  burgesses  or  commoners.  All  per- 
sons becoming  members  of  the  corporation  are  first  ad- 
mitted thereto  as  free  burgesses  or  commoners,  and  so 
in  the  first  instance  become  members  of  the  fourth  class, 
which  is  the  lowest  grade  of  freemen ;  and  the  qualifica- 
tion for  a  *^  free  burgess  or  commoner  **  appears  (so  far 
as  is  material  to  the  present  case)  to  be  as  follows :  — 
Every  son  of  a  free  burgess  or  commoner  in  his  own 
right,  he  being  at  the  time  of  claiming  admission  of  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  married,  and  also  a  parbh- 
ioner  of  one  of  the  parishes  within  the  borough,  and 
likewise  at  the  same  time  being  an  inhabitant  house- 
holder in  an  entire  tenement  (and  not  an  inmate)  within 
the  borough,  is  entitled  to  be  admitted  a  free  burgess  or 
commoner  of  the  borough. 

No  son  of  a  free  burgess  born  before  his  father  shall 
have  been  admitted  in  court  a  free  bursess,  is  entitled 
to  be  admitted  a  free  burgess.  Among  the  disqualifi- 
cations and  causes  for  rejection  or  removal  are — not  being 
at  the  time  of  admission,  or  at  any  time  after  admission 
ceasing  to  be,  an  inhabitant  householder  in  an  entire 
tenement,  within  one  of  the  parishes  within  the  borough. 


Chubb. 
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1846.  As  vacancies  occur  in  the  firstr-natned  three  classes, 

~  they  are  filled  up  from  the  fourth  class,  called  free  bnr- 

▼•  gesses  or  commoners,  in  the  following  manner:  — A 

vacancy  in  the  thu'd  class  is  supplied  by  the  senior  free 
burgess  or  commoner,  who  thereupon  becomes  of  right 
a  landholder,  without  any  election  or  appointment. 
When  a  vacancy  happens  in  the  second  class,  it  is  filled 
up  by  a  member  of  the  third  class,  by  election,  the 
electors  being  the  capital  burgesses  and  assistant  bur- 
gesses, forming  the  first  and  second  classes;  and,  in 
the  event  of  a  vacancy  in  the  first  class,  an  assistant 
burgess,  or  member  of  the  second  class,  is  elected  to 
supply  such  vacancy  by  the  remaining  capital  burgesses, 
or  members  of  the  first  class.  Before  the  passing  of  the 
Reform  Act,  2  fV.  4.  c*  45.,  the  right  of  electing  two 
members  of  parliament  for  the  borough  of  Malmedntry 
had  long  been  exercised  by  the  thirteen  capital  bur- 
gesses or  freemen  only.  By  that  act,  the  borough  of 
Malmesbwy  was  put  into  Schedule  R,  and  has  returned 
only  one  member ;  and  tlie  electors  have  consisted  of 
such  of  the  capital  burgesses  as  were  admitted  free 
burgesses  by  right  of  birth,  and  the  ten-pound  house- 
holders of  Malmesbury  and  of  the  adjoining  parishes. 
The  electors  for  the  borough  number  at  present  SSO,  of 
whom  eight  are  on  the  register  as  capital  burgesses ;  the 
remaining  five  of  the  thirteen  capital  burgesses  were 
originally  admitted  freemen  by  right  of  marriage,  but 
they  have  been  omitted  from  the  list  of  freemen  by  the 
town-clerk,  in  consequence  of  three  persons,  who  were 
capital  burgesses  by  right  of  marriag^e,  having  been  some 
years  ago  objected  to,  and  expunged  by  the  revising  bar- 
rister, on  the  ground  that  freemen  by  right  of  marriage 
were,  by  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  Reform  Act, 
precluded  from  voting.     Herailes  Player,  the  above- 


▼. 
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named  person  objected  to,  was  duly  admitted  a  free        1846. 
burgess  or  commoner  on  the  21st  June  1808,  by  right         q^^ 
of  birth,  having  been  a  son  of  a  free  burgess,  duly  ad- 
mitted before  Hercules  Player  was  bom ;  and  the  said 
Hercules  Player  possessed  all  the  other  requisite  quali*- 
fications  to  entitle  him  to  become   a  member  of  the 
corporation.      He   afterwards    became    successively    a 
landholder,  an  assistant  burgess,  and  finally,  on   the 
Snd  June,  1884,  was  elected  a  capital  burgess  of  the 
corporation.     He  has  ever  since  his  admission  in  1808, 
been  an  inhabitant  householder  in  an  entire  tenement 
(and  not  an  inmate)  within  the  old  borough  of  MalmeS" 
bwry^  and  has  been  duly  registered  as  a  freeman  entitled 
to  vote  for  a  member  of  parliament  for  the  borough 
ever  since  his  election  as  a  capital  burgess.     The  objec- 
tion made  to  Hercules  Player  being  on  the  list  of  free- 
men was,  that  he  was  excluded  by  the  thirty-second 
section  of  the  Reform  Act,  because  he  was  elected  a 
capital  burgess  subsequent  to  the  1st  of  March  18S1 ; 
and  the  title  by  which  he  claimed  a  right  to  vote  ac« 
crued  since  that  period  by  election  as  a  capital  burgess, 
and  not  as  a  freeman  by  birth ;  and  that,  in  fact,  all  the 
capital  burgesses,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  Reform 
Act,  voted  not  by  right  of  birth,  or  of  servitude,  or  of 
marriage,  but  as  elected   capital   burgesses*     On  the 
other  hand,  it  was  contended,  that,  as  the  original  right 
of  Hercules  Player  to  admission  as  a  burgess  or  freeman 
was  in  respect  of  birth,  and  that  right  was  the  found- 
ation of  every  subsequent  advancement  in  the  borough, 
until  his  right  to  vote  as  a  capital  burgess  became  ma- 
tured under  the  law  as  it  stood  before  the  passing  of  the 
Reform  Act,  he  came  within  the  provision  of  the  thirty- 
second  section  of  that  act,  which  reserves  the  right  to 
vote  in  favour  of  a  person  thereafter  elected,  made,  or 
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1846.  admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman  in  respect  of  birth ;  and 
Q^  that  the  case  was  entirely  free  from  the  mischief  in- 
tended to  be  guarded  against  by  the  act,  of  inundating 
the  constituency,  the  number  of  voters  in  Malmesbwy 
being  limited  to  thirteen :  and  it  was  urged,  that  the 
effect  of  a  decision  to  the  contrary  would  be,  to  dis- 
franchise all  the  capital  burgesses,  and  leave  the  corpo- 
ration unrepresented.  Upon  these  facts,  the  revising 
barrister  decided  that  Hercules  PUyer  was  a  person  en- 
titled to  vote  as  a  burgess  and  freeman,  elected  and 
admitted  in  respect  of  birth ;  and  retained  hb  name 
upon  the  list  of  freemen.  The  question  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  was,  whether,  under  the  circumstances 
mentioned  in  the  above  statement  of  facts,  the  said 
Hercules  Player  was  a  person  entitled  to  vote  as  a  burgess 
and  freeman  admitted  in  respect  of  birth.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  that  opinion,  then  the  list  was  to  stand 
without  amendment :  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  then  the  names  of  Hercules  Pkyer  and  the  seven 
other  persons  were  to  be  expunged  from  the  said  list. 

Cockbum  for  the  appellant.  The  question  is,  whether 
Player  was  admitted  a  capital  burgess  in  respect  of 
birth :  if  otherwise,  then,  by  virtue  of  the  first  proviso 
in  the  thirty-second  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  he  bad 
no  right  to  be  registered,  because  he  was  elected  sub- 
sequently to  the  1st  of  March  1831  (a).     Now,  a  party 

(a)  Sect.  32.  enacts,  **  That  every  person  who  would  have  been  entitled 
to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  futurs 
parliament,  &c. ,  either  as  a  burgess  or  freeman,  or,  in  the  city  of  Jjimdomt 
as  a  freeman  and  liveryman,  if  this  act  had  not  passed,  shall  be  entitled 
to  vote  in  such  election,  provided  such  person  shall  be  duly  legistered 
according  to  the  provisions  hereinafter  contained ;  but  that  no  such  pefson 
shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year  unless  he  shaU,  on  the  last  day  otJufy 
in  such  year,  be  qualified  in  such  manner  as  would  entitle  him  then  to 
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cannot  be  said  to  be  admitted  a  capital  burgess  by  right        1846. 
of  birth,  when  his  election  depends  upon  the  will  of  the         Z 
persons  who  choose  him.     [^Wilde  C.J.    Then,  as  all  ^* 

Chubb. 

the  capital  burgesses  are  subject  to  election,  none  of 
them  have  a  right  to  vote.]  That  is  so,  where  they 
have  been  admitted  since  the  1st  of  March  1831. 
[^Matde  J.  If  there  is  a  tower  of  four  stories  in  height, 
with  only  one  staircase  and  one  entrance  at  the  bottom, 
and  a  person  can  only  get  in  at  the  bottom  by  virtue  of 
a  right  acquired  by  birth,  surely  this  qualification  is 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  mount  to  the  top  floor.] 

Arnold^  contr^,  was  not  called  upon. 

Wilde  C.  J.     It  is  quite  clear  that  it  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Reform  Act  to  continue  the  rights  of  parties 

▼ote  if  lucb  day  were  the  dmj  of  election,  and  this  act  had  not  been 
I»BiiMd ;  nor  unless,  where  he  shaU  be  a  burgess  or  freeman,  or  freeman 
and  liveryman  of  any  city  or  borough,  he  shall  have  resided  for  six 
calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year  within 
such  dty  or  borough,  or  within  seven  statute  miles  from  the  place  where  the 
poll  for  such  city  or  borough  shall  heretofore  have  been  taken;  nor  unless, 
where  he  shall  be  a  burgess  or  freeman  of  any  place  sharing  in  the  elec- 
tion for  any  city  or  borough,  he  shall  have  resided  for  six  calendar  months 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  Jtdy  in  such  year  within  such  respective 
place  so  sharing  as  aforesaid,  or  within  seven  statute  miles  of  the  place 
mentioned  in  conjunction  with  such  respective  place  so  sharing  as  afore- 
said, and  named  in  the  second  column  of  the  Schedule  marked  (£.  8.),  to 
thb  act  annexed :  Provided  always,  that  no  person  who  shall  have  been 
elected,  made,  or  admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman  since  the  Ist  March 
18dl,  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  birth  or  servitude,  or  who  shall 
hereafter  be  elected,  made,  or  admitted  a  burgess  or  freeman  otherwise 
than  in  respect  of  birth  or  servitude,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  as  such  in 
any  such  election  for  any  city  or  borough  as  aforesaid,  or  to  be  so  regis- 
tered as  aforesaid :  Provided  also,  that  no  person  shall  be  so  entitled  as  a 
burgess  or  freeman  in  respect  of  birth  unless  his  right  be  originally  de- 
rived from  or  through  some  person  who  was  a  burgess  or  freeman  pre- 
viously to  the  1st  March  in  the  year  1831,  or  from  or  through  some 
person  who,  since  that  time^  shall  have  become,  or  shall  hereafter  become, 
a  burgess  or  freeman  in  respect  of  servitude.*' 
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1846.       situated  like  Player.     When  the  act  passed,  he  had  an 
Q^^^        inchoate  right  to  a  vote,  which  was  subsequently  perfected 
^*  by  election.     Being  the  son  of  a  free  burgess,  he  bad 

been  admitted  into  the  class  out  of  which  he  might 
eventually  be  admitted  a  capital  burgess,  and  therefore 
he  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  person  elected  a  buigess 
^^  otherwise  than  in  respect  of  birth,^  for  it  was  by 
reason  of  his  birth  that  he  became  eligible. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 

Arnold  applied  for  costs,  on  the  ground  that  one  side 
only  had  been  heard  {a). 

Per  Curiam.  That  is  not  a  peremptory  rule ;  bat  in 
this  case  it  does  not  appear  to  us  that  there  is  doubt 
enough  to  exempt  the  appellant  from  the  payment  of 
costs. 

Decision  affirmed*  with  costs  (i). 

(a)  See  JUen  ▼.  Houm^  ante,  p.  S55. ;    Wdktr  ▼.  Payne^  p.  3S4  ; 
Cntucher  ▼.  Browne^  p.  388. 
[1847.]  (6)  Boothby  applied  for  a  rule  to  rescmd  the  order  of  the  Court  with 

Eiiany  Term    respect  to  the  payment  of  coits  by  the  appellant     He  referred  to  a  Rtan 
^^  made  by  the  late  Ix>rd  Chief  Justice  Tindal  to  the  House  of  Commons  is 

1 845,  relating  to  the  costs  of  the  appeals,  and  in  which  the  learned  Cbicf 
Justice  stated  that  the  Court  had  ^  acted  on  the  princip]e>  that  where  tbe 
subject-matter  of  the  appeal  presented  a  £ur  and  reasonable  ground  of 
doubt  as  to  the  legal  construction  of  the  statute,  and  the  propriety  of  the 
determination  of  the  revising  barrister,  it  was  not  in  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  that  costs  should  be  awarded  against  the  unsuccessful  partj." 
He  submitted  that  a  fair  and  reasonable  ground  of  doubt  must  be  looked 
at  with  reference  to  the  appellant's  state  of  mind,  and  relied  upon  an  affi- 
davit, from  which  it  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  the  reTisioa  the  rraing 
barrister  himself  expressed  his  readiness  to  decide  the  case  either  way,  and 
leave  the  point  to  be  settled  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 

The  Court  said  that  this  was  substantially  an  application  to  vary  a  judg- 
ment which  the  Court  had  delivered,  and  therefore  was  one  to  which  they 
could  not  listen. 

Application  refused. 
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BusHEBy  Appellant,  and  Thompson,  Respondent.   November.  19. 


AT  a  Court  held  at  Kendal^  before  John   William  ^  '^  ownKr, 
with  othtn,  of 

Harden^  Esq.,  the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  tenemeDts 

within  the 

lists  of  voters  for  the  county  oF  Westmoreland^  the  claim  township,  and 
of  Thomas  Busher  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  the  list  the  ancient 
of  voters  for  the  said  county  was  objected  to.     The    -    ^  '  - 


claim  was  as  follows : 


Sufiumc  of  Mcb 
Voter      at     taU 
length. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualidcatioo. 

Street,  Lane.  fte. 
where  the  Qoall- 
fVlng  Property  U 
lituate. 

Thomas  Basher 

Highgate,  Ken- 
daL 

One-third  Share 
of       burgage 
House       and 
Garden. 

Head  of  Captain 
French  Lane. 

Kendal     The 
tenements  were 
held  bj  burgage 
tenure,  and  bjr 
the  custom  of 
the  borough 
were  oonTejed 
by  deed,  with- 
out liTery  of 
seisin,  or  in- 
rolmoit;  and 
when  thej 
were  the  wilb*s 
propertjf  witiv 
out  any  separate 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows :  the  wife,    iiie 

Thomas  Busher  is  one  of  the  owners  of  certain  houses  J^J^g  to  Uie 

situate  within  the  township  and  within  the  limits  of  the  ^^^^^^'^ 

ancient  boroue^h  of  Kirkby  in  Kendal.     The  houses  are  ^  dower,  were 

°  *^  different  from 

of  what  is  called  burgage  tenure ;  and  Thomas  Busher^s  ^>owe  prevail. 

ing  at  common 

interest  in  the  annual  value  of  the  said  premises  exceeds  law     No  sur- 
405.f  but  is  less  than  10/.     Besides  the  tenements  held  mittance  was 
by  burgage  tenure,  of  which  there  are  many,  there  are  JJSTlny  6ne' 
other  tenements  within  the  township  which  are  of  the  d^,I*j'^" 

alienation. 

There  was  a 
tradition,  but  no  record,  of  courts  baron  or  customary  courts  having  been  formerly  held 
within  the  township ;  but  the  teneroenu  were  held  subject  only  to  the  pajrment  of  fixed 
annual  rents  (some  of  which  were  payable  to  the  lords  of  the  manor,  and  others  to  private 
individuals),  and  no  other  service  had  been  performed  in  respect  of  them.  The  ownen 
of  the  tenements  had  voted  for  knights  of  the  shire  at  four  elections,  as  freeholders. 

ffetd,  that  as  A,*&  interest  in  the  tenements  exceeded  the  annual  value  of  forty  shillings, 
and  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  freehold  was  in  any  body  else,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  his  esute  was  of  freehold  tenure,  and  therefore,  that  he  was  entiUed  to  vote  for  the 
county. 


Tromfson. 
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1846.  ordinary  tenure  of  free  and  common  socage,  and  which 
~  '^  are  conveyed  by  the  mode  of  assurance  adapted  to  the 
JL^«  passing  of  freehold  estates,  and  descend  according  to 
the  rules  of  common  law.  The  burgage  tenure  within 
the  township  differs  from  the  ordinary  freehold  tenure 
in  this,  that  burgage  tenements  have  always  been  con- 
veyed by  deed  of  grant,  or  bargain  and  sale,  without 
livery  of  seisin,  and  without  a  lease  for  a  year,  or  any 
inrolment ;  no  surrender  or  admittance  is,  however,  re- 
quired, nor  is  any  fine  paid  upon  descent  or  alienation. 
There  is  no  record  of  Courts  baron  or  customary  Courts 
having  ever  been  held  within  the  township,  although  a 
tradition  exists  that  such  Courts  were  formerly  held, 
and  that  upon  every  change  of  tenant  of  a  burgage- 
tenement  a  **  God's  penny  "  only  was  paid,  but  no  fine. 
The  mode  of  descent  of  such  burgage-tenements  follows 
the  common  law  mode  of  descent,  excepting  that  where 
by  the  common  law  several  females  would  inherit  as 
co-parceners,  by  the  custom  of  burgage  tenure  the 
eldest  inherits  to  the  exclusion  of  the  rest  The  custom 
with  regard  to  femes  covert  has  always  been  that  hus- 
band and  wife  have  conveyed  the  burgage-tenements  of 
the  wife  by  such  deed  of  grant,  or  bargain  and  sale,  as 
before  mentioned,  and  without  any  separate  examination 
of  the  wife ;  and  that  upon  the  death  of  a  person  dying 
seised  of  a  burgage-teneraent  and  leaving  a  widow,  such 
widow,  instead  of  dower  by  the  common  law,  has  had 
the  whole  of  the  burgage  tenements  of  which  her  hus- 
band died  seised,  during  her  chaste  viduity ;  but  such 
widow  has  had  no  dower  or  free  bench  out  of  any  tene- 
ments conveyed  by  the  husband  during  coverture,  her 
title  to  such  dower  or  free  bench  being  confined  to  the 
tenements  or  estate  of  which  the  husband  died  seised. 
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In  the  township  of  Kirkland^  which  adjoins  the  town-  18i6. 
ship  of  Kendalf  but  is  without  the  limits  of  the  ancient 
borough  of  Kirkby-in^Kendaly  there  are  burgage  tene- 
ments, the  customs  with  respect  to  which  both  as  to 
alienation,  descent,  and  in  all  other  respects,  are  the 
same  as  apply  to  burgage  tenements  in  KendaU  except 
that  upon  alienation  the  deed  of  alienation  is  presented 
at  the  manor  Court;  but  no  admittance  takes  place. 
There  are  copyhold  tenements  within  the  manor  of 
Kirkland,  Burgage  tenements  have  always  been  de- 
visable in  the  same  way  as  ordinary  freehold  estates. 
They  are  held  subject  only  to  the  payment  of  certain 
fixed  annual  rents,  some  of  which  are  payable  to  the 
lords  of  the  manor,  and  others  to  private  individuals, 
who  have  an  undoubted  right  to  enforce  payment  of 
these  fixed  annual  rents  by  entry  and  distress :  no  other 
services  have  been  performed  or  payments  made  in 
respect  of  the  burgage  tenements.  The  owners  of 
these  tenements  voted  in  the  election  of  knights  of  the 
shire  for  the  county  of  Westmoreland  in  respect  of  these 
burgage  tenements,  at  the  elections  in  1818,  1820,  1826, 
and  1832;  but  whether  they  did  so  in  the  exercise  of 
an  admitted  right,  or  by  mutual  consent,  was  not  shewn. 
There  are  within  the  barony  of  Kendal  (within  which 
the  borough  of  Kirkby-in-Kendal  is  situated)  divers 
customary  tenements  which  are  conveyed  by  deed  of 
grant,  or  bargain  and  sale,  without  surrender,  but  with 
regard  to  which  upon  every  change  of  tenant  by  aliena- 
tion, descent,  or  devise,  as  well  as  upon  the  death  of 
the  lord,  admittance  at  the  manor  Court  is  necessary ; 
and  fines  (some  arbitrary,  but  for  the  most  part  certain) 
and  in  some  instances  heriols  are  payable.  The  owners 
of  the  customary  tenements  also  perform  suit  and  ser- 
VOL.  1.  QQ. 
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1846.  vice  at  the  customary  Courts,  which  are  regularly  belcl 
""  BususR  within  the  several  manors*  In  other  respects  the  cus- 
Thomkok.  ^°™^  ^  ^  descent  and  as  to  a  widow's  estate  in  her 
deceased  husband's  lands,  and  as  to  the  power  of  dis- 
position by  will  are  the  same,  both  with  regard  to 
burgage  tenements  and  to  the  customary  tenements 
alluded  to. 

Upon  the  foregoing  facts  it  was  contended  on  behalf 
of  TAomas  Busher,  that  the  houses  were  of  freehold 
tenure,  and  that  an  interest  to  the  extent  of  405;  by  the 
year  was  sufficient  to  support  his  claim.  The  revising 
barrister  decided  that  the  houses  were  not  of  freehold 
tenure,  and  that  as  their  clear  yearly  value  to  Thomas 
Busher  did  not  amount  to  10/.  they  were  insufficient  to 
support  his  claim,  which  was  thereupon  rejected. 

I 

Cockbum  (Stock  with  him)  for  the  appellant*  The 
question  is,  whether  this  estate  is  of  freehold  or  cus* 
tomary  tenure.  The  law  on  this  subject  is  laid  down 
in  Heywood  on  County  Elections  {a\  There  b  a  wide 
distinction  between  estates  of  freehold,  where  the  party 
seised  may  dispose  of  his  estate  as  he  pleases,  and 
estates  of  a  base  tenure,  where  the  party  holds  at  the 
will  of  the  lord  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor, 
and  the  intervention  of  the  lord  is  necessary  to  effec- 
tuate the  alienation  of  the  estate.  [Maule  J.  The 
peculiarity  of  this  tenure  seems  to  be,  that  these  lands 
pass  without  livery  of  seisin;  and 'the  question  is, 
whether  there  can  be  a  valid  custom  to  pass  lands  with- 
out livery.]  Lord  CokCi  in  1  Inst.  ss.  165,  166,  167, 
refers   to   various    customs   which   obtain   in   burgage 

(a)  Sd  ed.  c.  3.  pp.  69.  ei  teq. 
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tenures,  difTering  in  many  essential  respects  from  the        1846 
common  law;  as  the  custom  of  gavelkind  and  borough        Z 

'  O  O  BUSHER. 

English ;  the  right  of  the  widow  to  dower  in  a  moiety,  ^* 

X  HOMPSOli* 

or  the  whole,  of  her  husband's  lands,  dum  sola  et  casta 
•vixerit;  and  a  custom  to  devise  lands  in  fee  simple, 
when  lands  and  tenements  were  not  devisable  at  the 
common  law.  It  is  clear  from  the  facts  of  the  case,  as 
stated  by  the  revising  barrister,  that  here  the  tenure  is 
of  ff  freehold  nature ;  for  it  is  found  that  no  record 
exists  of  courts  baron  or  customary  courts  having  ever 
been  held  within  the  township,  and  though  the  burgage 
tenements  are  held  subject  to  the  payment  of  fixed 
annual  rents,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  payment  of 
rent  is  necessary  in  order  to  entitle  the  owners  to  vote. 
Littleton  (lib,  2.  c.  10.)  says,  that  tenure  in  burgage  is 
but  tenure  in  socage ;  and  speaking  of  socage  {lib.  2. 
c.  5.)  he  thus  expresses  himself:  ^'Tenure  in  socage  is, 
where  the  tenant  holdeth  of  his  lord  the  tenancie  by 
certeine  service  for  all  manner  of  services,. so  that  the 
service  be  not  knight's  service.  As  where  a  man  holdeth 
of  his  lord  by  fealty  and  certaine  rent,  for  all  manner 
of  services."  When  he  says  **  socage,"  he  means  free 
and  common  socage;  and  it  must  be  assumed  that 
these  tenements  are  held  in  common  socage,  until  the 
contrary  be  shewn. 

Arnold  for  the  repondent.  The  question  for  the 
decision  of  the  Court  will  turn  upon  the  construction  of 
the  nineteenth  section  of  the  Reform  Act.  That  sec- 
tion  enacts,  *^  That  every  male  person  &c.  who  shall 
be  seised  at  law  or  in  equity  of  any  lands  or  tenements 
of  copyhold  or  any  other  tenure  whatever  except  free- 
hold, for  his  own   life,  or  for  the  life  of  another,  or 

QQ  2 
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1816.        for  any    lives  whatsoever,   or  for    any    larger  estate, 

~  of  the    clear  yearly  value  of   not  less   than  10/.  &C., 

^*  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  kniirht  or 

TUOMPSOK.  ^ 

knights  of  the  shire*'  &c.  The  case  finds  tliat  Bushet's 
interest  in  these  burgage  tenements  is  of  less  than  \QL 
annual  value,  and  therefore,  if  his  estate  be  of  any 
other  tenure  than  freehold,  he  is  not  entitled  to  vote. 
The  revising  barrister  has  decided  that  the  houses  are 
not  of  freehold  tenure;  and  it  is  for  the  appellant  to 
satisfy  the  Court  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister was  wrong.  He  must  succeed  upon  the  strength 
of  his  own  title,  like  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment.  The 
definition  of  burgage  tenure  is  given  by  Littleton 
$§  162,  163.:  "Tenure  in  burgage  is,  where  an  ancient 
burrough  is,  of  which  the  king  is  lord,  and  they,  that 
have  tenements  within  the  burrough,  hold  of  the  king 
their  tenements;  that  every  tenant  for  bis  tenement 
ought  to  pay  a  certain  rent  by  yeare  &c.  And  such 
tenure  is  but  tenure  in  socage.  And  the  same  manner 
is,  where  another  lord,  spirituall  or  temporall,  b  lord 
of  such  a  burrough,  and  the  tenants  of  the  tenements 
in  such  a  burrough  hold  of  their  lord,  to  pay,  each  of 
them  yearly,  an  annual  rent."  So  Blackstone^  in  his 
Commentmnes  (vol.  ii.  p.  82.),  describes  it  as  "  a  kind 
of  town  socage ;  as  common  socage,  by  which  other 
lands  are  holden,  is  usually  of  a  rural  nature.  Tenure 
in  burgage,  therefore,  or  burgage  tenure,  is  where 
houses,  or  lands  which  were  formerly  the  site  of  houses, 
in  an  ancient  borough,  are  held  of  some  lord  in  com- 
mon socage,  by  a  certain  established  rent."  In  those 
cases  the  fee  is  in  the  tenant,  subject  only  to  the  pay- 
ment of  rent ;  but  here  it  is  submitted  that  tlie  tenants 
have  not  an  estate  of  freehold.     There  are  four  pecu- 
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liarities  in  the  tenure  described  in  the  case;  firsts  the  IS^C). 
tenements  may  be  conveyed  by  deed,  without  livery  of  BuKmca  ~ 
seisin ;  second,  sisters  do  not  take  as  coparceners,  but 
the  eldest  sister  inherits,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  rest; 
third,  husband  and  wife  may  convey  the  wife's  tene- 
ments by  deed,  without  any  separate  examination  of 
the  wife;  fourth,  a  widow,,  during  her  chaste  viduity, 
takes  as  dower  all  the  tenements  of  which  her  husband 
died  seised,  but  has  no  dower  out  of  any  tenements  con- 
veyed by  her  husband  during  coverture.  It  may  be 
conceded  that  the  second  and  fourth  of  these  incidents 
of  the  tenure  in  question  are  not  inconsistent  with  a  free-^ 
hold  estate ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  they  are  not  incon-^ 
sistent  with  an  estate  of  copyhold  tenure ;  2  fVatk, 
Cop,  {a)  pp.  52.  73. ;  App.  III.  p.  477.  Moreover, 
the  first  and  third  of  these  customs  are  quite  incom- 
patible with  a  freehold  tenure.  There  is  no  mode  by 
which  freehold  estates  can  be  alienated  inter  vivos  at 
common  law,  except  by  feoffment  and  livery  of  seisin  ; 
1  Steph.  New  Comm.  21 8. ;  2  Black.  Comm.  31 1.  A  deed  of 
grant,  without  livery  of  seisin,  would  be  inoperative  to 
pass  the  freehold  at  common  law,  and  therefore  one 
custom  prevails  quite  inconsistent  with  an  estate  of  a 
freehold  nature.  The  other  form  of  alienation  is  by 
bargain  and  sale.  Now,  before  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
a  bargain  and  sale  at  common  law  would  not  have 
passed  the  freehold.  [^Maule  J.  The  question  is,  whe-^ 
ther  there  may  not  be  a  good  custom  to  pass  a  freehold 
estate  in  any  other  way  than  by  livery  of  seisin.]  The 
revising  barrister  does  not  say  that  there  is  any  such 
custom,  and  he  has  decided  that  the  tenements  are  not 

(a)  4th  cd. 
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1846.        held  by  a  freehold  tenure.     The  same  observation  ap- 
BusH«»^      P''^^  ^^  ^^^  third  peculiar  incident  of  this  species  of 
-,    ^*  burgage  tenure.   A  custom,  by  which  the  wife's  property 

may  pass  by  deed  of  bargain  and  sale,  without  any 
separate  examination  of  the  wife,  is  inconsistent  with 
freehold  tenure;  Perkins^  §  154.  In  Boe  d.  Clemelts, 
Bnggs  {a)f  which  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  a  mes- 
suage with  the  appurtenants  in  Kirklandj  in  the  parish 
of  Kendal^  the  marginal  note  of  the  report  runs  thus : 
*^  Devise  of  testator's  burgage  house  (being  burgage 
held  of  a  manor  where  there  is  no  custom  of  entailing) 
to  his  wife  for  life,  or  until  marriage,  and  after  her  de- 
cease or  marriage  to  iZ.  C,  his  younger  son,  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life;  and  after  the  decease 
or  marriage  of  his  wife,  and  also  after  the  decease  of 
his  son  iL  C,  unto  the  heirs  of  the  body  of  R.  C  lawfully 
begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  eqtially  amongst  them  as  shall 
then  be  livings  share  and  share  alike  (there  being  not 
any  child  of  iZ.  C.  then  born),  and  in  case  IL  C.  die 
without  issue^  lawfully  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  after 
his  decease  remainder  over :  Held,  that  R.  C.  took  either 
nn  Estate  of  inheritance  in  the  nature  of  an  estate-tail, 
or  an  estate  for  life,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to  his 
children,  depending  on  the  event  of  there  being  a  child 
born  and  living  at  the  death  of  /2.  C ;  and  that,  in 
-  either  case,  the  child  of  R.  C  was  barred,  by  the  free- 
hold of  the  lord  becoming  united,  by  a  deed  of  enfran- 
chisement, in  the  owner  of  the  customary  estate,  who 
derived  title  by  conveyance  from  7?.  C.  after  his  estate 
came  into  possession."  The  special  case  on  which  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  was  sought,  stated  that  the  cus- 

(«)   16  Eiut^  406. 
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tomary  mode  of  conveyance  of  such  burgage-tenements  ]  846. 
was  by  grant,  without  any  lease  for  a  year,  livery  of  ^^j^^ 
seisin,  or  inrolment,  which  is  just  the  present  case. 
Lord  EUetiborough  C  J.  in  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court,  says  (a),  <^  And  this  brings  me  to  the  second 
question,  whether,  considering  this  as  a  contingent  re- 
mainder to  the  children  of  Richard  Clemett  who  should 
be  living  at  the  time  of  his  death,  there  was  a  sufficient 
freehold  in  the  lord  to  support  it;  this  being  a  cus- 
tomary estate,  where  the  freehold  is  in  the  lord."  He 
then  goes  on  to  say  (&),  *^  By  the  enfranchisement,  the 
estate  became  severed  from  the  manor;  and  though  the 
person,  to  whom  the  enfranchisement  is  made,  have 
only  a  particular  estate  in  the  premises,  and  he  take  a 
conveyance  of  the  freehold  in  fee,  it  shall  be  an  absolute 
enfranchisement ;  the  copyhold  tenure  shall  be  extinct 
for  ever,  and  the  enfranchisement  shall  enure  for  the 
benefit  of  those  in  remainder ;  that  is,  their  estate  sliall 
cease  to  be  held  of  the  manor,  and  shall  become  of  free- 
bold  tenure.  After  the  enfranchisement,  the  premises 
being  severed  from  the  manor,  and  the  tenure  changed, 
all  customs,  and  all  rights,  and  privileges,  which  before 
attached  to  their  customary  tenure,  cease  with  respect  to 
them."  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  burgage-tenements 
with  peculiar  customs  like  those  stated  in  the  present 
case,  cannot  become  freehold  without  enfranchisement* 
[Maule  J.  It  may  be  that  within  the  borough,  there  has 
been  a  custom  for  alienation  to  take  place  invito  domino^ 
while  in  the  rest  of  the  manor  not  within  the  borough 
his   concurrence  was  necessary.]     In  Doe  d.  Reay  v« 

(a)  16  EoMt,  413.  (6)  16  EaU,  415. 
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1846.       Huntington  (a\  which  also  was  an  action  of  ejectment 
for  a  customary  estate,  Lord  Ellenborough  C.J.  said, 
**  These  customary  estates,  known  by  the  denomination 
of  tenant-right,  are  peculiar  to  the  northern  parts  of 
England  •  •  •  and,  although  they  seem  to  want  some 
of  the  characteristic  qualities  and  circumstances  which 
are  considered  as  distinguishing  this  species  of  tenure 
[copyhold],  viz.  the  being  holden  at   the  will  of  the 
lord,  and  also  the  usual  evidence  of  title  by  copy  of 
Court  roll,  and  are  alienable  also,  contrary  to  the  usual 
mode   by  which   copyholds   are  aliened,  viz.   by  deed 
and  admittance  thereon  (if  indeed   they  could  be  im- 
memorially  aliened  at  all,  by  the  particular  species  of 
deed    stated   in   the   case,    viz.    a   bargain    and   sale, 
which  at   common    law    could  only   have    transferred 
the  use) ;  I  say,  notwithstanding  all  these  anomalous 
circumstances,  it  seems   to  be  now   so   far   settled  in 
Courts  of  law,  that  these  customary  tenant-riglit  estates 
are  not   freehold,   but   that  they  in  effect  fall    within 
the  same  consideration  as  copyholds,  that  the  quality  of 
their  tenure  in  this  respect,  cannot  any  longer  be  drawn 
into  question.     In  the  case  of  Stephenson  v.  HiU(b)j 
Lord  Mansfield  and  Mr.  Justice  Dennison  considered  it 
to  be  a  settled  point,  that   in    the  case  of  customary 
estates  the  freehold  was  in  the  lord.     And  in  the  very 
late  case  of  Burrell  v.  Dodd  (c),  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas    expressly    held    these    customary    tenant-right 
estates  not   to  be  freeholds,"     iMaule  J.     In  Doe  v. 
Huntington  (d)  there  was  an  admittance ;  and  in  Roe  v. 
Bnggs{e),  the  tenement  is  stated  to  have  been  held  ac- 

(a)  4  East,  271.  288.  (6)  S  Burr.  1273. 

(c)  3  Bos.  tj  PitO.  378.  (rf)  4  East,  271. 

(e)  16  East,  406. 
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cording   lo  the   custom   of  the   manor.      fVilde  C.  J.        18^6. 
The  diflSculty  here  is,  that  there  is  an  entire  absence  of       i;  " 

all  evidence  of  a  base  fee,  and  of  a  person,  other  than  ^* 

Thompson. 

the  tenant,  to  whom  the  freehold  can  be  referred.] 


Cockbum  in  reply.  The  fact  that  these  burgage-tene- 
ments  are  conveyed  independently  of  the  will  of  the  lord 
shews  that  they  cannot  be  customary  estates.  No  court 
has  ever  been  held  within  the  township  of  Kendaly  which 
leads  to  the  inference  that  there  has  been  at  some  time 
or  other  an  enfranchisement  of  the  borough.  The  fair 
presumption  is,  that  the  freehold  is  in  the  tenant  who  is 
in  possession.  > 

Wilde  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  sole  question  seems 
to  be,  whether  the  interest  of  the  party  claiming  to  vote 
was  or  was  not  of  a  freehold  nature.  The  property  is 
of  value  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  vote,  if  the  tenure 
be  freehold,  but  if  it  be  of  any  other  tenure,  the  value 
is  insufficient  By  the  case  it  is  found  that  the  party 
claiming  to  vote  is  the  owner  of  these  burgage-tene- 
ments,  subject  only  to  the  payment  of  a  certain  rent, 
the  amount  of  which  is  not  stated ;  and  with  regard  to 
the  tenements,  they  seem  to  be  in  a  district  where  there 
is  no  manor  and  no  lord.  All  that  can  be  said,  there- 
fore, with  respect  to  the  payment  of  rent  is,  that  the 
rent  is  payable  to  some  individual  or  other.  Now, 
when  a  party  holds  premises,  subject  only  to  the  pay- 
ment of  rent,  what  is  the  legal  presumption  as  to  the 
nature  of  his  interest  therein  ?  and  what  is  there  shewn 
in  the  present  case  to  cut  down  that  interest?  If  we 
regard  the  mode  of  enjoyment,  we  find  all  the  incidents 
which  usually  attach  to  estates  of  freehold  tenure.  There 
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1846.        is  an  entire  absence  of  any  incident  of  base  tenure,  and 

gy^jj^       of  any  circumstance  which  shews  that  any  person  but 

^    ^*  the  owner  is  entitled  to  the  freehold.     It  is  found,  also, 

TBOiirsox. 

that  in  point  of  fact  these  parties  have  voted  at  several 
elections  as  freeholders,  though  it  is  said  that  it  is  not 
known  whether  that  was  done  by  consent  or  not.  As  a 
matter  of  reputation,  therefore,  in  the  neighbourhood, 
it  must  have  been  considered  that  they  were  entitled  to 
the  freehold.  Now,  what  is  there  in  this  case  to  shew 
that  this  party's  estate  was  not  of  freehold  tenure? 
The  only  arguments  relied  upon  for  the  purpose  of  cut- 
ting down  the  estate  relate  to  the  mode  of  conveyance, 
which  is  by  deed  without  livery  of  seisin,  and  without 
any  separate  examination  of  the  wife,  when  the  wife's 
property  is  conveyed.  But,  in  the  absence  of  any  cir- 
cumstances tending  to  reduce  the  interest  below  a  free- 
hold, I  apprehend  it  would  be  competent  to  a  court  to 
give  effect  to  such  a  conveyance.  It  is  found  that  this 
mode  of  conveyance  has  existed  from  time  immemorial; 
there  is  no  evidence  that  there  ever  was  a  manor  or  a 
lord,  and  there  is  evidence  that  there  is  no  manor  and 
no  lord  of  the  manor  now.  When,  therefore,  it  is 
argued  that  the  tenant  in  possession  is  not  seised  of  a 
freehold  estate,  we  should  naturally  require  to  be  told 
where  the  freehold  is.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  case, 
where  the  interest  of  a  party  has  been  cut  down,  in 
which  you  could  not  name  the  person  in  whom  the  free- 
hold was  vested.  In  the  absence,  therefore,  of  all  base 
service,  of  a  manor,  of  a  lord,  and  of  any  other  person 
holding  a  relation  to  the  land  to  whom  I  can  refer  its 
free  tenure,  I  may  well  infer  a  local  custom  making  the 
conveyance  good,  although  not  in  accordance  with  the 
common  law.     I  find  this  custom  has  prevailed  for  an 
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indefinite  periodj  and  although  many  of  the  incidents^        184*6. 
perhaps  all,  which  attach  to  the  burgage  tenure  in  this       Buihir 
case,  may  be  found  in  cases  where  parties  have  held     tuompmn. 
estates  less  than  freehold,  these  cases  will  not  be  found 
unaccompanied  by  other  circumstances,  shewing  that 
the  estates  were  of  base  tenure.     It  is  not  enough, 
therefore,  to  say  that  all  the  incidents  of  this  burgage 
tenure  may  be  found  in  cases  where  it  has  been  held  ' 
that  the  tenure  was  not  freehold,  unless  you  find  the 
presence  of  other  circumstances  tending  to  reduce  the 
owner's  interest.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  the 
name  of  the  party  placed  upon  the  list. 

CoLTMAN  J.  I  also  think  that  the  decision  of  the 
revising  barrister  was  erroneous.  Where  a  man  is  found 
in  possession  df  landed  property,  prima  facie  he  is  seised 
of  the  fee,  and  the  party  who  seeks  to  cut  that  estate 
down  must  shew  good  reasons  for  doing  so.  With 
regard  to  the  rent,  it  is  not  shewn  to  be  payable  to  any 
person  holding  a  public  situation,  to  whom,  as  the 
owner  of  the  freehold,  rent  would  be  likely  to  be 
paid,  such  as  the  lord  of  the  manor.  The  grant  may 
have  been  made  by  the  ancestor  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor,  before  the  statute  of  Quia  Emptores  (a).  The 
only  circumstance  which  raises  any  difficulty  relates 
to  the  mode  in  which  these  burgage-tenements  have 
been  conveyed.  Now,  that  in  the  city  of  London^ 
houses  and  other  tenements  may  pass  by  bargain  and 
sale,  without  livery  of  seisin,  has  been  explicitly  and 
distinctly  decided.  Lord  Coke,  in  2  InsL  {b)  says,  "  Re^^ 
solved  by  the  opinion  of  the  justices  of  both  benches, 

(a)  18  Edw,  1.  (6)  P.  675. 
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IS^G.        ^^^  A  bargain  and  sale  for  valuable  consideration  of 
bouses  or  lands  in  London  &c.  by  word  only,  is  suffi- 
cient to  pass  the  same ;  for  that  bouses  and  lands  in  any 
city  &c.   (wherein    the   mayor  &c.    bave  authority  to 
inrol)  are  exempted  out  of  this  act  (27  Hen.  8.  c.  IG.), 
and  at  the  cx)mmon  law  such   a  bargain  and  sale  by 
word  only  raised  an  use,  and  the  stat.  27  Hen.  8.  c,  10. 
^doth  transfer  the  use  into  possession;"  and  it  is  then 
stated  that  there  is  no  provision  for  inrolment  within 
such  cities,  boroughs,  &c.    A  conveyance,  therefore,  by 
bargain  and  sale,  without  livery,  was  perfectly  good 
within  the  city  of  London,  or  any  other  ancient  borough. 
I  should  be  very  much  disposed  to  believe  that  Kendal 
was  one  of  these  ancient  boroughs,  were  it  not  for  the 
fact  stated  in  the  case  that    these  burgage-tenements 
have  always  been  conveyed  by  deed,  without  any  inrol- 
ment«     If  a  question  were  to  arise  as  to  the  validity  of 
such  a  conveyance,  I  might,  therefore,  have  some  doubt; 
but  we  are  not  trying  that  question  here,  but  whether 
the  party  who  is  in  possession  has  an  estate  of  free- 
bold  ;  and  I  think  the  revising  barrister  was  wrong  in 
deciding  ihat  he  had  not. 

Maule  J.  I  also  think  it  is  to  be  presumed,  there 
being  nothing  to  rebut  the  presumption,  that  there  was 
in  this  case  a  sufficient  enjoyment  of  land  of  a  freehold 
nature,  to  confer  the  right  of  voting.  Tbe  question 
raised  does  not  so  much  relate  to  the  value  of  the 
interest,  which,  if  freehold,  is  admitted  to  be  sufficient, 
as  to  the  practice  of  making  conveyances  within  the 
borough.  It  may,  however,  be,  that  there  has  never 
been  any  conveyance  at  all  of  the  burgage-tenements  in 
question ;  they  may  have  descended  from  ancestor  to 
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heir  from  time  immemorial,  which  is  a  common  circum-        1846. 
stance  in  that  part  of  the  country  in  which  Kendal  is 


BUSHBR 

situate.     The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  at  ^* 

Thomp^ok. 

the  court  of  revision  the  estate  was  shown  to  be  of  any 
tenure  other  than  freehold.  If  so,  it  must  be  because 
there  was  some  other  person  in  existence  from  whom 
the  party  held  the  land,  as  of  base  tenure.  There  is 
always  some  badge  or  symbol  of  baseness  in  cases  where 
land  has  been  held  by  a  base  tenure,  and  although  the 
substance  of  the  baseness  may  have  now  disappeared, 
its  existence  may  still  be  shewn  by  a  very  distinct 
shadow  which  has  been  left  behind.  Here,  however, 
there  is  nothing  of  the  kind ;  and  if  it  be  contended 
that  the  party  in  possession  has  not  the  freehold,  we 
must  say  that  the  freehold  is  in  some  person  whose 
existence  is  not  suggested.  The  case  finds  that  these 
burgage-tenements  are  subject  to  the  payment  of  certain 
rents,  which  is  one  of  the  ordinary  incidents  of  socage 
tenure.  It  finds,  also,  that  these  payments  are  in  some 
cases  made  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  in  others  to 
private  individuals.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  the 
payments  in  the  present  case  were  made  to  the  lord  of 
the  manor,  and  therefore  they  must  be  taken  to  have 
been  made  to  private  individuals.  It  seems  to  me,  that 
these  tenements  must  have  been  granted  away  by  some 
individual,  the  ancestor  of  those  persons  who  now  re- 
ceive the  rents,  before  the  statute  of  Quia  Emptores  (a) 
passed ;  and  the  estate  thus  granted  would  be  of  free, 
and  not  of  base  tenure.  There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in 
the  payment  of  rent  to  shew  that  the  tenure  was  not 
freehold ;  and  I  do  not  see  why  there  may  not  be  a 

(a)   18  Edw.\, 
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184-6. 

BlISIIER 

▼ 

Thompsok. 


good  custom  within  the  borough  to  pass  tenements  by 
grant,  without  livery  of  seisin.  The  notoriety  of  the 
transfer,  which  was  the  object  aimed  at  in  reqoiring 
livery  of  seisin  to  accompany  a  feoffhient,  might  be 
thought  to  be  sufficiently  provided  for  by  the  occnpi- 
tion  of  a  tenement  in  a  borough.  But  it  may  be,  that 
this  custom  is  not  a  good  custom.  What^  however,  b 
wanted  is  affirmative  evidence  to  shew  that  these  tene- 
ments were  held  by  a  base  tenure.  I,  therefore,  thmk 
the  barrister  was  wrong. 

Williams  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Perhaps 
there  may  be  some  difficulty  in  seeing  how  the  custom 
operated  to  pass  the  estate  by  the  mode  of  conveyance 
in  question ;  but  I  confess  I  do  not  understand  how 
that  difficulty  can  be  removed  by  saying  that  the  estate 
is  of  base  tenure. 

Decision  reversed. 


November  19.       NiCKS,  Appellant,  and  Field,  Respondent 


'T^HIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
John  Dick  Bumabj/f  Elsq.,  the  revising  barrister 
for  the  borough  of  Warwick. 


Before  the 

Reform  Act, 

the  right  of 

voting  in  the 

borough  of 

Warwidct  was 

in  inhabitants 

paying  scot  and  lot.     Every  inhabitant  who  had  been  duly  rated  for  bx  calendar  niooilH 

next  before  an  election,  and  had  paid  all  rates  due  from  him  before  the  actual  giving  of  his 

vote,  was  entitled  to  vote  as  such  scot  and  lot  voter. 

A  scot  and  lot  voter,  who  had  been  on  the  register  every  year  since  the  Reform  Ad^ 
with  the  exception  of  1845,  and  who  had  always  resided  within  the  borough,  and  bcea 
rated  in  respect  of  a  house  therein,  paid  all  the  rates  due  from  him  on  the  SLst  Jufy  1S46. 
Held,  that  although  his  riglit  to  be  registered  had  been  suspended,  his  qualificmtioQ  as  sa 
elector  according  to  the  usages  of  the  borough  continued  ;  and  consequently  that  the 
omission  t>f  his  name  from  the  register  for  one  year  did  not  destroy  the  right  reserved  to  hia 
by  sut.  S  Will  4.  c  45.  f.  33. 


X.  VICTORIA.  567 

William  Bradley  claimed  to  have  his  name  inserted        IS^G. 
in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  borough,  as  an  inhabit-         ^^^ 
ant  paying  scot  and  lot.    It  was  proved,  that,  before  and  "■ 

Field. 

upon  the  7th  June  1832,   the  right  of  voting  in  the 
election  of  members  of  parliament  within  the  said  bo- 
rough, according  to  the  usages  and  customs  thereof, 
was  in  the  inhabitants  paying  scot  and  lot;  and  that 
every  person  who  had  been  duly  rated  for  six  calendar 
months  next  before  an  election,  and  had  paid  all  rates 
due  from  him  before  the  actual  giving  of  his  vote,  was 
entitled   to  vote  as  such  scot  and   lot  voter.     It   was 
further  proved,  that  the  said  William  Bradley  had  been 
upon  the  register  of  voters  for  the  said  borough  every 
year  as  a  scot  and  lot  voter,  with  the  exception  of  the 
register  made  in  the  year  1845,  when  his  name  was 
expunged,  in  consequence  of  his  rates  due  on  Slst  JiJy 
1845,  remaining  unpaid,  and  no  tender  thereof  having 
been   made.      It   was    further   proved   that  the    said 
William  Bradley  had  paid  all  rates  due  from  him  on 
Slst  Jtdy  1846,  including  those  which  had  before  been 
unpaid  as  aforesaid;  and  it  was  also  proved  that  the 
said  William  Bradley  had   always   resided  within   the 
said   borough,   and  had  occupied   a   house,  and  been 
rated  in  respect  of  it.     It  was  objected,  that  the  said 
William  Bradley^  having  been  expunged  from  the  re- 
gister of  voters  as  aforesaid,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  for 
the  space  of  one  year,  was  not  entitled  to  have  his  name 
inserted  in  the  register  to  be  made  in  1846.     The  re- 
vising barrister  inserted  the  name  of  the  said  William 
Bradley^  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  as  to  the  correctness  of  such  insertion. 

Hayes  for  the  appellant.     The  question,  in  this  case 
turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  provisoes  in  the 
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1846.        thirty-third  section  of  the  Reform  Act,  which  enacts, 

"~  ^  "  that  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  In  the  election 

„  ^-  of  a  member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  future  parlia- 

FlELD.  . 

ment  for  any  city  or  borough,  save  and  except  in  respect 
of  some  right  conferred  by  this  act,  or  as  a  burgess  or 
freeman,  or  as  a  freeman  and  liveryman,  or,  in  the  case 
of  a  city  or  town  being  a  county  in  itself,  as  a  freeholder 
or  burgage  tenant  as  herein-before  mentioned  :  Provided 
always,  that  every  person  now  having  a  right  to  vote  in 
the  election  for  any  city  or  borough  (except,  &c.)s  in 
virtue  of  any  other  qualification  than  as  a  burgess  or 
freeman,  &c.,  as  herein-before  mentioned,  shall  retain 
such  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he  shall  be  qualiBed  as 
an  elector,  according  to  the  usages  and  customs  of  such 
city  or  borough,  or  any  law  now  in  force ;  and  such 
person  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a 
member  or  members  to  serve  in  any  future  parliament 
for  such  city  or  borough,  if  duly  registered  according 
to  the  provisions '  herein-after  contained ;  but  that  no 
such  person  shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year,  unless 
he  shall,  on  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year,  be  quali- 
fied as  such  elector  in  such  manner  as  would  entitle 
him  then  to  vote,  if  such  day  were  the  day  of  election, 
and  this  act  had  not  been  passed ;  nor  unless  such  per- 
son, where  his  qualification  shall  be  in  any  city  or 
borough,  shall  have  resided  for  six  calendar  months 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  My  in  such  year  within 
such  city  or  borough,  or  within  seven  statute  miles  from 
the  place  where  the  poll  for  such  city  or  borough  shall 
heretofore  have  been  taken;  nor  unless  such  person, 
where  his  qualification  shall  be  within  any  place  sharing 
in  the  election  for  any  city  or  borough,  shall  have  resided 
for  six  calendar  months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of 


▼. 

Field. 


; 
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Jidym  such  year  within  such  respective  place  so  sharing  184>6. 
as  aforesaid,  or  within  seven  statute  miles  of  the  place  Yk\c%% 
mentioned  in  conjunction  with  such  respective  place  so 
sharing  as  aforesaid,  &c. :  Provided  nevertheless,  that 
every  such  person  shall  for  ever  cease  to  enjoy  such 
right  of  voting  for  any  such  city  or  borough  as  afore- 
said, if  his  name  shall  have  been  omitted  for  two  suc- 
cessive years  from  the  register  of  such  voters  for  such 
city  or  borough  herein-after  directed  to  be  made,  unless 
he  shall  have  been  so  omitted  in  consequence  of  his 
having  received  parochial  relief  within  twelve  calendar 
months  next  previous  to  the  last  day  of  July  in  any 
year,  or  in  consequence  of  his  absence  in  the  naval  or 
military  service  of  his  Majesty."  The  words  in  the 
first  proviso  are  that  the  party  ^^  shall  retain  such  right 
of  voting  so  long  as  he  shall  be  qualified  as  an  elector 
according  to  the  usages  and  customs  "  of  the  borough. 
It  then  goes  on  to  state,  that  no  such  person  shall  be 
registered,  unless  he  be  qualified  as  such  elector  on  the 
last  day  of  July^  making  the  Slst  ofjuli/y  for  all  purposes, 
the  day  on  which  the  validity  of  his  qualification  is  to 
be  tested.  Jeffrey  \.  Kitchener  {a)  shows  that  where  a 
person  claims  to  vote  in  respect  of  any  of  the  rights  re- 
served by  the  thirty-third  section,  his  qualification  must 
be  continuous;  and  any  break  in  the  continuity,  for 
however  short  a  time,  destroys  the  qualification  al- 
together. Now,  here  the  right  of  voting,  before  the 
7th  of  June  1832,  was  in  the  inhabitants  paying  scot  and 
lot,  and  Bradley  lost  that  right  in  1845,  his  name  having 
been  then  expunged  from  the  register  in  consequence  of 
the  non-payment  of  his  rates.     According  to  the  old 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  210. 
VOL.  I.  MR 
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Field. 
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1846.  law  he  might  have  regained  his  right  by  paying  the 
rates  due  from  him,  but  he  cannot  do  so  under  the 
provisions  of  the  thirty-third  section  of  the  Reform  Act, 
one  of  the  chief  objects  of  which  was  to  prevent  the 
creation  of  occasional  voters.  [Wilde  C*  J.  Has  there 
been  any  thing  more  than  a  suspension  of  the  right? 
If  the  Reform  Act  had  not  passed,  bis  inability  to  vote 
on  the  last  day  of  Jtdy^  1845,  would  not  have  disqualiBed 
him  from  voting  in  1846.  Meade  J.  The'Slst  of  July 
is  not  to  be  taken  as  the  day  of  election  for  all  purposes, 
but  as  the  ^ay  on  which  the  party's  title  to  be  placed 
on  the  register  must  be  complete.]  It  is  submitted  that 
by  the  payment  of  rate^  subsequently,  the  party  would 
have  gained  a  new  qualifieation,  and  not  the  identical 
qualification  which  he  had  before,  which,  in  the  con- 
struction  of  this  section,  the  Court  has  already  decided 
to  be  necessary.  The  concluding  proviso  makes  clear 
the  meaning  of  the  whole  section,  which  appears  to  be 
this :  —  that  if  a  party  is  not  registered,  in  respect  of  a 
reserved  right,  in  any  one  year,  upon  the  ground  that 
he  was  not,  on  the  last  day  of  July  in  such  year,  entitled 
to  be  registered,  his  right  of  voting  is  gone  for  ever ; 
and  that  the  omission  of  his  name  from  the  register  for 
two  successive  years,  whether  he  be  entitled  to  be  re- 
gistered or  not,  shall  have  the  same  effect,  unless  the 
omission  be  a  consequence  of  his  receipt  of  parochial 
relief,  or  absence  on  naval  or  military  service. 

MeUor  for  the  respondent.  The  decision  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  was  right,  and  that  upon  two  grounds. 
In  the  first  place^  the  section  distinguishes  between  the 
right  to  vote,  and  the  right  to  be  registered,  and  this 
distinction  was  pointed  out  by  the  Court  in  Jeffrey  v. 


V. 
FiBLD 
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Kitchener  {a).  It  is  there  said  by  Cresswell  3.  —  "A  1846- 
person  might  be  qualified  as  an  elector,  yet  not  in  such  ^^^ 
manner  as  would  entitle  him  to  vote  on  the  last  day  of 
July  (&).•*  Bradley  was  only  off  the  register  for  one  year, 
and  his  qualification  as  a  scot  and  lot  voter  was  per- 
fected in  the  following  year  by  the  payment  of  all  rates 
which  had  become  due  from  him  up  to  the  31st  of  July^ 
1846.  When  the  act  means  to  work  a  disqualifica* 
tion  it  says  so  distinctly,  and  therefore  provides  that 
when  a  party  has  been  off  the  register  for  two  succes- 
sive years,  except  under  certain  chrcumstances,  he  shall 
for  ever  cease  to  enjoy  such  right  of  voting.  But, 
secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  the  statement  of  facts  to 
shew  that  Bradley  was  not  entitled  to  be  registered  on 
the  last  day  of  July,  1845.  His  rates  then  due  were 
unpaid,  and  he  had  made  no  tender  of  payment ;  but 
in  order  to  disqualify  a  scot  and  lot  voter,  a  demand 
and  refusal  of  the  rate  is  necessary ;  Cullen  v.  Morris  {c). 

Hayes  replied. 

WiLDR  C.  J.  It  certainly  would  be  a  strange  cir- 
cumstance, that  a  man  who  has  been  supported  at  the 
expense  of  the  parish  within  the  twelvemonth  ending 
on  the  last  day  of  July^  and  whose  name  has  therefore 
been  omitted  from  the  register,  should  not  thereby  per- 
manently lose  his  right  to  vote,  while  the  man  who  has 
not  received  parish  relief,  but  has  only  been  unable  to 
contribute  his  quota  to  the  parochial  funds,  should,  in 
consequence  of  being  omitted  from  the  register  for  one 
year,  become  for  ever  disqualified  from  voting.     Not* 

(a)  Ante,  p.  SIO.  (6)  Antd,  p.  218. 

(c)  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  577. 
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1846.  withstanding  the  able  and  ingenious  argument  of  the 
^^cKs  learned  counsel  lor  the  appellant,  I  own  I  cannot  bring 
myself  to  entertain  any  doubt  on  this  subject.  In 
Jeffrey  v.  Kitchener  (a)  the  distinction  between  the  right 
of  voting  and  the  right  to  be  registered  is  very  clearly 
pointed  out.  The  section  says  that  the  party  *^  shall 
retain  such  right  of  voting  so  long  as  he  shall  be  qua- 
lified as  an  elector  according  to  the  usages  and  customs 
of  such  city  or  borough ; "  and  then  it  goes  on  to  say, 
that  he  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a 
member  &c.,  if  dtdy  registered ;  ^*  but  that  no  such 
person  shall  be  so  registered  in  any  year  unless  he 
shall,  on  the  last  day  of  Jtdy^  &c«  be  qualified  as  such 
elector  in  such  manner  as  would  entitle  him  then  to 
vote,  if  such  day  were  the  day  of  election,  and  this  act 
had  not  been  passed."  Now,  it  cannot  be  said  that, 
according  to  the  usages  and  customs  of  the  borough, 
Bradley  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  vote  on  the 
last  day  of  Julyj  1846,  if  the  Reform  Act  had  not  been 
passed.  He  had  paid  all  rates  due  from  him,  and  had 
therefore  a  complete  right  to  vote  as  an  inhabitant 
paying  scot  and  lot.  Let  us  see,  then,  whether  the 
legislature  has  not  taken  care  that  a  right  of  this  de- 
scription shall  not  be  lightly  destroyed.  When  the 
section  says  **  that  no  such  person  shall  be  so  registered 
in  any  year  unless  he  shall,  on  the  last  day  of  July^  &c., 
be  qualified  as  such  elector,"  &c.,  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  have  any  further  effect  than  to  suspend  the 
party's  right  to  be  registered.  The  language  of  the  act 
here  marks  very  plainly  the  distinction  between  the 
right  of  voting  and  the  right  to  be  registered.     And, 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  210. 
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when  we  find  afterwards  that  the  mere  circumstance  of        1846. 
being  cff  the  register  is  not  treated  as  a  discontinuance         Nicxs 
of  the  right  of  voting,  although  being  on  the  register  is         Yvux^x^ 
regarded  as  an  essential  part  of  the  qualification  to  vote, 
I  cannot  conceive  that  the  want  of  a  perfect  title  to 
vote,   according   to   the   usages   and    customs    of    the 
borough,  on  the  last  day  of  July^  has  any  greater  effect 
than  to  deprive  the  party  of  his  right  to  be  registered 
that  year.     In  order  to  deprive  the  party  permanently 
of  his  right  to  vote,  his  name  must  be  ofi^  the  register 
for  two  successive  years,  or  it  must  be  shewn  that  the 
right  has  been  determined  in  some  other  mode,  accord- 
ing to  the  customs  and  usages  of  the  borough,  and  as  if 
the  Reform  Act  had  not  passed.     I  think  the  case  of 
Jeffrey  s.  Kitchener  {a)  was  rightly  decided,  but  it  does 
not  seem  to  be  in  any  degree  analogous  to  the  present* 
In  that  case,  there  was  an  interval  of  fourteen  weeks, 
during  which  the  party  had  no  right  to  vote  at  all ;  and 
the  right  having  once  been  lost,  the  Court  held  that  it 
could  not  be  regained.       But  in    the  present  case  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  has  been  a  continuation  of  the 
right  to  vote,  because  Bradley  has  always  been  an  oc- 
cupier, and  has  been  rated ;  and  according  to  the  old 
law  he  might  have  paid  his  rates  at  any  time  before  he 
polled  at  an  election.     It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that 
Bradley  did  not  altogether  lose  his  right  to  vote  be- 
cause his  right  to  be   registered   was   suspended.      I 
think,   also,  that  the  case  does  not  state  any  ground 
whatever  for  expunging  the  name  of  Bradley  from  the 
register  in  1845.     It  merely  finds  that  he  had  not  paid 
or  tendered  the  rates  due  from  him  on  the  last  day  of 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  210. 
KR   ^ 
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1 846.  J^^  in  ^^^  year.  Now,  in  Cvilen  v.  Morrit  (a)  it  was  de- 
~  termined,  that  before  a  scot  and  lot  voter  can  be  said  to 
be  in  default,  there  must  be  a  personal  demand  on  him 
for  payment,  or  a  written  demand  left  at  his  house. 
Quite  independently,  however,  of  the  latter  ground,  I 
think  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  right. 

CoLTMAN  J.  It  seems  to  me  that  to  exclude  a  party 
from  the  privileges  reserved  to  him  by  the  thirty-third 
section,  there  must  have  been  a  period  when,  according 
to  the  usages  and  customs  of  the  borough,  he  was  dis- 
qualiBed  from  voting.  In  Jeffrey  v.  Kitchener  {b)  there 
was  such  a  period ;  but  what  is  there  in  this  case  to 
shew  that  Bradley  had  done  any  thing  to  disqualify  him- 
self from  voting,  according  to  the 'ancient  usages  of  the 
borough,  if  the  Reform  Act  had  not  passed  ?  Under 
such  circumstances,  if  he  had  paid  his  rates  on  the  day 
of  election,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  vote.  The 
only  penalty  imposed  on  him  by  the  thirty-third  section 
for  the  non-payment  of  his  rates  due  on  the  31st  of 
%hly9  is  the  omission  of  his  name  from  the  register  for 
the  current  year. 

Maule  J.  and  Williams  J.  concurred. 

Decision  affirmed,  with  costs. 

(a)  S  Siark,  N.  P.  C.  577.  (6)  Antd,  p.  210. 
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Elliott,  Appellant,  and  The  Overseers  of  St.    Jomiary  is. 
Mary  Within,  Respondents. 

UPON  a  consolidated  appeal   from  the  decision  of  The  parish  of 
^^  _  ^  5*.  3f.  WM  di- 

Woronzow  Greig^  Esq.,  the  revising  barrister  for  ▼idod  into  four 

districtSy  popu- 

the  eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Cumberland^  the  larly,  but  im- 
following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court :  —  townships;  one 

St.  Mary  Within  is  a  parish  containing  the  four  divi-  overiewwap- 
sions  following,  viz.  Abbey  Street,  Castle  Street,  Fisher  ^*"^X^ 
Street,  and  Scotch  Street,  which  constitute  the  whole  of  undertaking, 

together  with 

the  parish.      These  divisions   are   popularly,  but   im-  the  assistant 

rr«i  •  overseer,  the  ex- 

properly,  called  townships.     They  are  not  townships  m  elusive  manage- 

ment  of  one  of 
these  so-called 
townships.  Each  of  such  overseers  respectively  published  a  separate  notice,  requiring 
persons  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  property  situate  within  his  so-called  township  to  send 
in  their  claims  to  him  and  the  assistant  overseer.  Held,  that  a  notice  of  claim  directed  to 
and  served  upon  « the  overseers  of  the  township  of  S.  **  was  sufficient,  service  upon  one 
overseer  of  St.  M,  being  service  upon  all,  and  the  description  being  one  which  must  have 
been  **  commonly  understood  **  to  apply  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  in  which  such 
called  township  was  situate. 

R  R  ^ 
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1847.  the  legal  sense  of  the  term,  as  they  do  not  separately 

Eluott  maintain  their  own  poor ;  nor  are  separate  poor-rates 

The  Oreneen  ™*^^  ^^^  separate  overseers  appointed  for  any  of  them ; 

of  St.  Maet  but  four  overseers.  one  selected  from  the  inhabitants  of 

Within.  ^ 

each  of  the  so-called  townships,  are  appointed  generally 
for  the  parish  at  large,  which  supports  its  own  poor, 
and  has  poor-rates  made  for  it     An  assistant  overseer 
is  also  appointed  for  the  parish  at  large.     In  making 
out  the  list  of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Carlisle^  the 
four  overseers  have  always  prepared  and  published  one 
list  for  the  whole  parish  ;  but  in  making  out  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Cumber- 
land^ the  overseers  of  the  parish  have  never  acted  as 
such,  but  it  has  been  the  custom  for  each  of  the  four 
overseers  to  undertake  the  exclusive  management  of  such 
of  the  so-called  townships  from  which  he  was  so  selected 
as  aforesaid,  and  to  hold  himself  out  to  the  public  as 
the  overseer  of  such  so-called  township ;  consequently, 
four  separate  lists  of  voters  for  the  eastern  division  of 
the  county,  in  respect  of  property  situate  within  these 
several  so-called  townships,  each  made  out  separately 
by  a  different  overseer  along  with  the  assistant  over- 
seer, have  been  inserted  in  the  register,  instead  of  one 
list  of  voters,  in  respect  of  property  situate  within  the 
parish  at  large.     This  year,  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  as 
usual,  sent  his  precept,  &c.,  under  stat.  SFicL  c.  18. 
s.  3.,  to  the  overseers  of  each  of  these  so-called  town- 
ships, and  each  of  such  overseers  respectively  published, 
under   sect  4.,   a   separate  notice,   according    to   the 
Form  2.  Sched.  (A.),  requiring  persons  entitled  to  vote 
in  respect  of  property,  situate  within  his  so-called  town- 
ship to  send  in  their  claims  to  him  and  the  assistant 
overseer,  who  in  each  case  acted  with  the  particular 
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overseer,  so  that  one  overseer  and  the  assistant  over-        1847. 
seer  always  acted  for  each  of  the  so-called  townships.        ^         "" 
Each  of  the  above-mentioned  lists  was  sicrned  by  two    _     ▼• 

.  •'  The  OTeraeen 

persons  only,  namely,  the  particular  overseer  and  the  ofSr.  Mart 
assistant  overseer,  who,  after  their  signatures,  designated 
themselves  as  overseers  of  the  township  of,  &c.  In  con- 
sequence of  these  notices,  numerous  notices  of  claim 
were  duly  served  upon  the  different  overseers ;  but,  in 
every  case,  the  notice  of  claim  was  directed  to  and 
served  upon  the  overseer  of  the  township  of,  &c,  accord- 
ing to  the  requirement  of  the  first-mentioned  notice.  A 
separate  list  of  claimants  was  prepared  by  each  of  the 
four  overseers  (the  assistant  overseer  acting  with  each 
of  them,  as  before)  of  all  the  persons  who  had  sent  in 
their  claims  as  aforesaid.  Each  of  such  lists  was 
headed  ^  The  List  of  Persons  claiming  to  Vote  &c.  in 
respect  of  Property  situate  &c.  within  the  Township  of 
&c.,  and  was  signed  by  the  particular  overseer  and  the 
assistant  overseers  only,  who  designated  themselves  as 
the  *  Overseers  of  the  Township  of  &c.  The  portion 
of  the  register  in  force  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary^ 
Within^  sent  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  to  the  respective 
overseers  as  aforesaid,  consisted  of  four  separate  lists, 
one  for  each  of  the  four  so-called  townships  above  men- 
tioned, each  headed  'Township  of  &c.  Each  of  these 
last-mentioned  lists  or  parts  of  the  register  was  signed  ' 
by  the  particular  overseers  and  assistant  overseer  only, 
designated,  as  before  mentioned,  overseers  of  the  so- 
called  township.  These  different  lists  of  voters  so  made 
out  separately  for  each  of  the  so-called  townships,  and 
each  signed  by  two  persons  only,  as  above  mentioned, 
were  duly  published  together,  and  in  immediate  juxta- 
position.     The  validity   of  these   last-mentioned    lists 
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1847.  having  been  duly  objected  to,  the  revising  barrister  de- 

Z  tennined  they  were  invalid,  not  having  been  duly  signed 

^'  by  a  majority  of  the  overseers,  as   required  by  stat 

oTSt.  Maet  sVict.  r.  18.   ss,  6.  1 01.,  and,  consequently,  that  the 

Wiraiw. 

register  of  voters  then  in  force  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary 
Within^  consisting  of  the  above«mentioned  four  portions 
or  list,  one  for  each  of  the  said  so-called  townships  as 
above  mentioned,  should  be  taken  to  be  the  list  of  voto^ 
for   the  said  parish  for  the  year  then   next   ensuing, 
under  Stat.  6  Victn  c.  18.  s.  27.    By  virtue  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  him  by  sects.  27*  and  40.  of  the  said 
recited  act,  the  revising  barrister  proceeded  to  correct 
the  mistakes  which  were  proved  to  him  to  have  been 
made  in  such  last-mentioned  list  of  voters,  by  expunging 
from  the  headings  of  each  of  the  above-mentioned  four 
portions  of  such  list  the  words  '  Township  of  &&,  and 
directing  that   such   four  portions   should  be   printed 
together  in  one  alphabetical  list,  headed  *  The  Parish  of 
St.  Mary   Within.*     The   revising  barrister  next  pro- 
ceeded, under  the  powers  conferred  by  sects.  27-  and 
37-  of  the  said  recited  act,  to  insert  in  the  said  last- 
mentioned  list,  so  amended,  the  name  of  every  person 
who,  being  omitted  from  the  list  of  voters,  proved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  such  barrister,  that  he  gave  due  notice  of 
his  claim  to  the  overseers  in  manner  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, and  that  he  was  entitled  on  the  last  day  of  Juttj 
1846,  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of  county  voters  for  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary  Within.    It  was  proved  that  Alexander 
Annandaley  of  Poltouy  near  Laswadey  Edinburgh^  dul; 
served  in  manner  hereinbefore  mentioned,  on  the  over- 
seers of  the  so-called  township  of  Scotch  Street  before 
mentioned,  a  notice  of  claim  to  be  placed  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  eastern  division  of  the  county  of  Cumber- 
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land,  in  respect  of  property  situate  within  the  said  so-        1847* 
called  township ;  and  that  such  notice  of  claim  was  ad-       ellioit 
dressed  to  the  said  so-called  overseers  of  the  township    ...    rweneere 
of  Scotch  Street,  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Within  not  being     ©^  St.  Mart 
mentioned  in  such  last-mentioned  notice.     Under  these 
circumstances,  it  was  duly  objected  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  that  the  said  Alexander  Annandale  should  not 
be   inserted  in  the   said  last-mentioned  list  of  voters, 
inasmuch,  as  his  notice  of  claim  was  addressed  to,  and 
served  upon  the  overseers  of  the  so-called  township  of 
Scotch  Street,  officers  who  had  no  existence  as  such,  in- 
stead of  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  &•  Mary  Within* 
This  objection  the  revising  barrister  overruled,  because 
the  overseers  who  acted  for  the  several  so-called  town- 
ships  in  manner  above  mentioned,  had  all  been  duly 
appointed  overseers  of  the  parish  at  large  of  St.  Mary 
Within,  which  includes  the  whole  of  the  so-called  town- 
ship ;  and,  by  virtue  of  that  appointment,  they  severally 
and  respectively  acted  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  in  the 
different  divisions  of  the  said  parish  so  appropriated  to 
each,  by  their  own  private  agreement,  and  for  their  own 
convenience ;  and  because  they  severally  designated  and 
ostensibly  held  themselves  out  to  the  public  as  the  over- 
seers of  the   so-called   townships,  for  the  purpose   of 
making  out  the  list  of  voters  for  the  eastern  division  of 
the  county ;  and  thus  they  deceived  the  claimants,  by 
assuming  a  title  to  which  they  had  no  right     Still,  as 
they  were  the  actual  and  legally  appointed  overseers  of 
the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Within,  to  whom  notices  of  claim 
to  vote  in  respect  of  property  situate  within  such  parish 
are,  by  sect.  7.  of  the  above  recited  act,  required  to  be 
given,  and  as  they  actually  did  duly  receive  the  notice 
of  claim  of  the  said  Alexander  Annandale,  the  revising 
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1847.        barrister  held,  that  the  notice  of  claim  of  the  saidJlex^ 

Z  ander  Annandale,  and  the  service  thereof,  was  sufficient, 

▼•  within  the  meaning  of  the  101st  section  of  the  said  re* 

The  Overseers  ^  ° 

of  St.  Maat  cited  act ;  and  inserted  in  the  said  amended  list  of 
voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Within^  the  name  of 
the  said  Alexander  Annandakj  who  had  proved  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  revising  barrister  that  he  was  on  the 
SI  St  Jidy  entitled  to  be  inserted  hi  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  said  parish.  If  the  Court  of  Common  Bench  shall 
be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister 
upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  above-mentioned  notice  of 
claim  of  the  said  Alexafidcr  Annandalef  and  the  service 
thereof,  is  correct,  then  the  name  of  the  said  Alexander 
Annandale  is  to  be  retained  upon  the  said  last^mentioned 
list  of  voters ;  but  if  the  said  Court  shall  be  of  a  con- 
trary opinion,  the  name  of  the  said  Alexander  AntiandaU 
is  to  be  expunged  therefrom. 

Otter  for  the  appellant.  The  notice  of  claim  in  this 
case  was  not  sufficient.  It  was  addressed  to  persons 
who  had  no  legal  existence,  and  the  situation  of  the 
property  in  respect  of  which  it  was  made  was  not  de- 
scribed at  all;  there  being  no  such  township  as  the 
township  of  Scotch  Street.  By  inserting  Annandal^s 
name  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Mary 
Within^  the  barrister  in  efiect  made  an  amendment  in 
the  notice  of  claim,  which  he  has  no  power  to  do  under 
the  fortieth  section  of  the  Registration  Act.  The  bar- 
rister's powers  of  amendment  under  that  section  are 
very  extensive ;  but  still  they  are  confined  to  the  cor- 
rection of  mistakes  '^  which  shall  be  proved  to  him  to 
have  been  made  in  any  list  ;^*  and,  moreover,  the  seciion 
expressly  provides  that  no  evidence  shall   be  given  of 
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any  other  qualification  than  that  which  is  described  in  1847. 
the  claim.  The  provisions  of  the  101st  section,  under  Eujott 
which  the  barrister  thought  himself  at  liberty  to  insert  j^^  Overseers 
the  name,  do  not  applv,  because  there  was  no  "  mis-  ^^S^-  Ma»t 
nomer  or  inaccurate  description  "  within  the  meaning  of 
that  section.  The  service  of  the  notice  on  the  proper 
parties  does  not  assist  the  respondent,  because  a  notice 
of  claim  must  be  rightly  directed  as  well  as  properly 
served.  It  was  not  addressed  to  the  overseers  of  St. 
Mary  Within^  though  it  came  to  their  hands.  If  a  writ 
of  capias  were  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex^  and 
were  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  Kent^  for  whom  it  was 
really  intended,  the  sheriff  of  Kent  would  not  be  at 
liberty  to  execute  the  writ.  [Cress^well  J.  Suppose  the 
writ  to  the  sheriff  of  Kent  were  inclosed  in  an  envelope, 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex^  who  receives  the 
writ,  and  hands  it  over  to  the  sheriff  of  Kent  P"]  In 
Hinion  v.  Hinton  (a)  the  Court  held  the  revising  bar- 
rister right  in  deciding  that  "  Nickless  "  and  "  Nicholas  " 
were  commonly  understood  to  mean  the  same  person; 
but  there  the  mistake  was  in  the  list  of  voters,  not  in  a 
notice  of  claim. 

MeUor  for  the  respondent.  The  notice  of  claim  was 
served  upon  the  right  parties,  though  it  was  addressed 
to  them  by  a  wrong  description.  The  revising  bar- 
rister has  held  the  service  sufficient,  and  though  the 
sufficiency  of  the  service  is  one  of  the  questions  reserved 
by  him  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  question  is  one 
of  fact,  and  the  Court  will  not  review  his  decision  upon 
it;    Hinton   v.  Hinton  {a).     Then,   as  to  the  address. 

(a)  AnU,  p.  859. 
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1847.        The  101st  section  enacts  that  the  word  ^*  overseers " 
Elliott       s>hal\  extend  to  all  persons  who  by  virtue  of  any  oflBce 
-^   JV'  or  appointment  shall  execute  the  duties  of  overseers  of 

of  St.  Maet  the  poor,  by  whatever  name  or  title  such  persons  may 
be  called.  The  notice  of  claim  was  directed  to  persons 
called  overseers  of  the  township  of  Scotch  Street^  hot 
executing  the  duties  of  overseers  of  the  poor  of  St.  Mary 
Within.  Being,  then,  in  point  of  law,  overseers  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary  Within^  it  was  undoubtedly  a  mis- 
nomer to  call  them  overseers  of  the  township  of  ScotA 
Street ;  and  therefore  the  only  question  which  the  bar- 
rister had  to  decide  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  under 
the  101st  section,  was,  whether  these  persons  were  so 
denominated  in  the  notice  *'  as  to  be  commonly  under- 
stood ^  to  be  the  persons  whose  duty  it  vras  to  relieve 
any  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  jS^.  Mary  Within.  In 
Edsworth  v.  Farrer  (a)  Maule  J.  said :  **  I  conceive  that 
the  words  '  commonly  understood '  must  be  taken  to 
apply  to  cases  where  the  description  given  would,  in  its 
popular  sense,  convey  precisely  the  same  meaning  as  if 
the  more  accurate  and  legal  description  had  been  em- 
ployed ;  as  where  a  person  describes  a  parish  by  soin^ 
popular  name." 

Otter  replied. 

Wilde  C.  J.  The  question  reserved  (or  the  decision 
of  the  Court  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  notice  of  claim 
failed,  by  reason  of  its  having  been  directed  to  and 
served  upon  the  overseers  of  a  so-called  townshipf 
instead  of  the  overseers  of  the  parish  generally;  the 
notice  being  limited  to  certain  persons  whom  the  party 

(a)  Ant^,  p.  525, 
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thought  fit  to  describe  as  the  overseers  of  the  township  1847. 
of  Scotch  Street.  In  point  of  fact,  it  seems  there  are  no  ^[~^ 
such  overseers,  and  no  such  township.     Now  it  is  clear  ^* 

*^  The  Overseers 

that  the  claimant  in  this  case  intended  to  give  a  notice    of  St.  Maet 

.  WlTHIM. 

of  claim  in  accordance  with  the  requisitions  of  the  act 
of  parliament ;  and  if  there  be  any  defect  in  the  notice, 
it  has  taken  place  in  consequence  of  defective  instruc* 
tions  on  the  part  of  the  overseers  of  SU  Mary  Within 
with  regard  to  the  persons  to  whom  notices  of  claim 
were  to  be  addressed.     It  appears  that  although  this 
parish  is  not  divided  in  point  of  law  into  townships,  it 
b  in  point  of  fact  divided  into  districts,  and  the  over- 
seers of  the  whole  parish  have  thought  fit  to  apportion 
their  labours,  and  each  to  devote  his  individual  services 
to  one  district,   passing   popularly  by  the  name  of  a 
township.     Each  of  these  individuals,  therefore,  having 
been  appointed  one  of  the  overseers  for  the  parish  at 
large,  takes  under  his  particular  charge  a  certain  dis- 
trict, and,  with  the  assistance  and  consent  of  the  other 
overseers,  he  discharges  a  duty  which  is  imposed  upon 
them  all.     I  think,  therefore,  that  the  overseers  gene- 
rally must  be  taken  to  have  caused  the  notice  to  be 
given  in   the  form  and  manner  in  which  it  was  ad- 
dressed, and   that   when   the   notice   was   accordingly 
directed  to  the  overseers  of  a  township,  which  had  no 
legal  existence,  it  was  intended  for  the  overseers  of  the 
whole  parish,  and  was  in  point  of  law  directed  to  them. 
The  overseer  who  was  called  overseer  of  the  township 
of  Scotch  Street  was  overseer  of  the  whole  parish,  and 
consequently  of  every  part  of  the  parish.     It  certainly 
would  be  a  matter  of  regret  that  a  party  should  be  de- 
prived of  his  right  to  vote  by  reason  of  misdirections 
given  by  the  authorities  of  a  parish,   from  whom   he 
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1847.  might  expect  to  receive  proper  instructions :  at  the  same 

Etucyn  time,  if  it  were  found  that  there  had  been  a  failure  in 

The  oienee  co^pl^A^cc  ^^^^  ^^^  provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament, 

of  St.  Maet  ^e  could  not  say  that  he  was  entitled  to  vote.   Upon  the 

Within.  ^  '^ 

best  construction,  however,  which  I  can  give  to  the  act, 
it  appears  to  me  that  though  the  claimant  has  limited 
the  direction  of  his  notice  to  the  overseers  of  a  town- 
ship, yet,  as  it  was  served  upon  one  of  the  overseers  of 
the  parish,  service  upon  one  is  good  service  upon  alL 
That  being   so,   the   provisions  of  the   101st  section, 
which  was  intended  to  remedy  mistakes  and  inaccu- 
racies of  description,  come  in  aid ;  and  the   barrister, 
upon  looking  at  this  notice,  and  finding  that  there  were 
no  overseers  of  the  township  of  Scotch  Street  but  such 
as  were  overseers  of  the  whole  parish,  was,  I  think, 
justified  in  holding  that  the  notice  of  claim  was  ad- 
dressed to  the  overseers  of  St.  Mary  Within.     With 
respect  to  the  description  of  the  locality  of  the  pro- 
perty, no  point  properly  arises  in  this  case,  iemd  there- 
fore I  confine  my  attention  to  the  address  and  service 
of  the  notice ;  but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  if  the  re- 
vising barrister  had  not  thought  the  description  suffi- 
cient, it  would  have  been  his  duty  to  have  struck  the 
party's  name  out  of  the  list ;  which  he  has  not  done. 

Cresswell  J«  (a)  I  think  the  decision  of  the  re- 
vising barrister  ought  to  be  affirmed.  It  appears  that 
the  overseers  were  appointed  for  the  whole  parish,  and 
not  for  any  particular  district,  although  their  practice 
was  in  certa'm  matters  to  act  separately,  each  for  one 
district,  with  the  aid  of  the  assistant  overseer.     Tliey 

{a)  Maii/e  J.  was  abwnt. 


of  St.  Mary 

WXTHXK. 
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are,   therefore,  overseers   of   the   parish   of  St.  Mary        1847. 
Withifi^  and  of  every  part  of  it;  and  you  cannot  by  any       Eluott 
misdescription   make  them  otherwise.     When,   there-   j^g  overseers 
fore,  a  party  describes  persons  as  overseers  of  a  district 
which  is  within  the  parish,  he  necessarily  means  those 
who  are  overseers  of  the  parish.   The  revising  barrister, 
consequently,  was  quite  at  liberty  to  inquire,  under  the 
101st  section,   whether   the  overseers   were  so  deno* 
roinated  as  to  be  commonly  understood,  and  I  think  he 
came  to  a  right  conclusion. 

Williams  J.  I  have  felt  some  difficulty  upon  the 
form  of  this  notice.  It  was  directed  to  the  overseers  of 
the  township  of  Scotch  Street,  when  it  should  have  been 
addressed  to  the  overseers  of  St.  Mary  Within.  That 
was  clearly  inaccurate ;  but  I  now  understand  that  the 
revising  barrister  considered  that  a  description  of  the 
overseers  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  Within,  as  overseers 
of  the  township  of  Scotch  Street,  was  in  popular  accepta- 
tion, and  so  as  to  be  commonly  understood,  correct.  I 
therefore  think  his  decision  was  right. 

Decision  affirmed. 


VOL.  I.  .        S  s 
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January  25.       PowELL,  Appellant,  and  Price,  Respondent. 

The  appellant       A  T  a  Court  held  before  Henry  Davison,  Esq.,  the 

occupied  a  XjL 

house  and  shop  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters  for 

separated  from 

each  other  by  a  the  borough  of  Brecon,  the  following  case  was  stated  for 

vftrd  enclosed 

all  round,  save    die  opinion  of  the  Court. 

lUMAge^com-^  The  respondent  duly  objected  to  the  name  of  the 
wrth*S^°5eeL  *PP^1^^"^  being  retained  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
^<?M,  that  such    borouffh,  on  the  grround   that  a  shop,  of  which  the 

house  and  shop  °  °  '  ' 

were  not  with-    appellant  was  owner  and  occupier,  could  not  be  joined 

in  the  same 

curtilage,  and     With  a  house,  bakehouse,  and  garden,  of  which  he  was 

therefore  could      ,    •     ,  ,  . 

not  be  joined  also  the  Owner  and  occupier,  so  as  to  constitute  one 
to^nstitme^     entire  qualification  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 

quaUficadon       ^  ^'  **  ^'  ^^'  *•  ^'^' »  ^^^^'^c''  ^^^  last-mcutioned  premises 

within  the  without  the  shop,  nor  the  shop  without  the  last-men- 

meaning  of  the  ^  ' 

27th  section  of   tioned  premises,  being  of  the  clear  yearly  value  of  10/^ 

the  Reform 

Act  but  the  said  last-mentioned  premises  and  shop  together 

being  of  that  value. 

The  shop  in  question  fronts  a  street  called  MtU 
Street ;  the  house,  bakehouse,  and  garden  in  question 
are  at  the  back  of  the  shop,  and  are  separated  from  it 
by  a  yard,  in  manner  after  mentioned. 

The  voter  is  a  baker ;  the  shop  and  bakehouse  are 
used  by  him  in  his  business,  and  the  house  is  his  dwell- 
ing-house. On  its  right,  the  shop  is  contiguous  to  a 
house  also  fronting  the  street,  in  the  occupation  of  a 
Mr.  JVaih'tis,  and  is  not  the  property  of  the  voter.  On 
its  left,  the  shop  is  separated  by  a  passage  from  the 
next  house  to  it,  fronting  the  street  on  that  side.  The 
last-mentioned  house  is  the  property  of  the  voter,  but 
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in  the  occupation  of  his  tenant     At  the  farthest  end  of        ISi?. 
the  passage  from  the  street,  and  contiguous  to,  and  at       J~^^ 
right  angles  with  the  last-mentioned  house,  is  another  ^* 

house,  also  the  properly  of  the  voter,  but  in  the  occu- 
pation of  another  tenant  of  the  voter.  This  house  is 
contiguous  to,  and  in  the  same  line  with,  the  house  and 
bakehouse  which  constitute  part  of  the  voter's  alleged 
qualification.  Nearly  at  the  farthest  end  of  this  passage 
from  the  street,  to  the  left  hand  on  passing  from  the 
street,  and  at  right  angles  with  the  passage,  is  the  yard 
before  mentioned.  This  yard  lies  between  the  fronts  of 
the  voter*s  house  and  bakehouse,  on  the  one  hand,  and 
the  back  of  the  voter's  shop  and  Mr.  fVatkins's  house  on 
the  other.  The  passage  and  the  yard  are  the  property 
of  the  voter.  The  voter's  tenant  who  occupies  the 
house  contiguous  to  that  of  the  voter  is  the  only  person 
who  has  a  right  of  way  along  the  passage,  and  the  voter 
has  the  exclusive  use  of  the  yard.  The  passage  is  five 
-feet  wide,  and  the  yard  is  eight  feet  wide.  The  shop 
has  a  front  door  opening  to  the  street,  an^  a  back  door 
opening  to  the  yard.  The  voter's  house  and  bake- 
house have  front  doors  opening  to  the  yard.  The  front 
door  of  the  voter's  house  is  opposite  to  the  back  door 
of  his  shop.  The  voter  passes  from  his  house  and 
bakehouse  to  his  shop  by  crossing  the  yard,  and  with- 
out going  either  into  the  street  or  the  passage.  The 
shop  is  not  contiguous  to  the  house  and  bakehouse,  nor 
is  it  connected  with  them  by  any  intermediate  building, 
fence,  or  other  matter  than  the  soil  of  the  said  yard. 
There  is  a  connection  between  the  bakehouse  and 
Mr.  Watkinss  house  by  means  of  a  doorway,  which  runs 
across  the  yard,  and  is  let  into  the  bakehouse  on  the 
one  hand,  and  Mr.  JVaikins's  house  on  the  other.     This 

ss  2  ^ 


▼. 

Price. 
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Tiants,  if  within  the  curtilage  or  homestall."  The  law  1847. 
in  this  respect  has  since  been  altered  by  stat.  7  &  p^^^^ 
8  G.  4.  c.  29.  s.  IS.,  but  the  principles  upon  which  the 
common-law  doctrine,  which  is  still  applicable  in  civil 
cases,  was  based,  are  illustrated  by  Rex  v.  Hancock  {a) ; 
Sex  V.  Chalking  {b) ;  Rex  v.  Clayhwm  {c) ;  Rex  v.  fTw/- 
woor/  (d) ;  Rex  v.  Walters  (e). 

Peacock  for  the  respondent.  None  of  the  cases  cited 
on  the  other  side  apply  to  the  facts  of  the  present.  In 
each  of  those  cases  there  was  an  entire  enclosure  all 
round ;  but  the  barrister  here  finds  that  the  yard  is 
open  to  the  public  street;  and  there  is,  therefore,  no 
common  fence.  If  the  gate  in  a  wall  were  left  open  by 
chance,  the  spot  enclosed  would  still  be  a  curtilage ;  but 
if  there  be  no  gate,  as  here,  and  nothing  to  prevent  any 
one  from  walking  into  the  yard,  there  can  be  no  cur- 
tilage. The  shop  may  be  occupied  as  a  distinct  hold- 
ing, and  there  is  no  difference  between  the  present  case 
and  that  of  a  person  having  a  house  on  one  side  of  the 
street  and  a  shop  on  the  other,  which  could  not  be 
joined  so  as  to  make  up  one  qualification ;  Dewkurst  v. 
Fielden  {g). 

KinglakCf  Seijt.,    in    reply,    referred    to    Taylor   v. 

Clemson  (h). 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
Wilde  C.  J.    In  this  case  it  is  stated,  that  the  voter 

* 

(a)  Rust,  i  Ry.  a  C*  170.  (6)  lb.  S34. 

(c)  lb.  360.  (d)  lb,  495. 

{e)  Ryan  i  Moo.  C.  C.  13.  (y)  Ant^,  p.  274. 
(A)  2  Q.  B.  Rep.  978.  1036. 
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1847.        claimed  to  be  entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  the  occu- 
pation of  certain  premises,  being  of  the  value  of  lOZ.  a 
year^  and  which  premises  consisted  of  a  dwelling-house, 
with  an  entrance  open  on  one  side  to  a  certain  yard, 
and  a  baker's  shop  fronting  the  street,  which  shop  is  on 
another  side  of  the  yard ;  and  the  question  raised  in  this 
appeal  is,  whether  the  shop,  which  is  essential  in  con- 
stituting the  necessary  value  to  give  the  claimant  a  title 
to  vote,  can  be  properly  considered  as  part  of  the  house. 
Now,  the  act  of  parliament  which  gives  the  right  of 
voting  in  respect  of  the  occupation  of  a  house  of  10/. 
annual  value,  without  defining  what  shall  or  shall  not 
be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  messuage,  necessarily 
leaves  that  question  to  be  decided  upon  the  general 
principles  of  law  applicable  to  such  a  case ;  and  the 
question  in  this  case  is,  whether  this  shop,  occupied 
by  the  appellant,  can  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the 
dwelling-house,  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat.  2  W.  4. 
c.  45.  s.  27.,  by  which  the  right  to  vote  is  given.     The 
words  of  the  section  are,  that  "  every  male  person,  &c. 
who  shall  occupy,  as  owner  or  tenant,  any  house,  ware- 
house, counting-house,  shop,  or  other  building,"  &c. 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote.     There  is  nothing  to  enlarge 
the  meaning   attributed   by  the   law  to   any  of  these 
words.     The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  a  shop  is 
part  of  a  house,  within  the  legal  meaning  of  the  word 
"  house."     It  may  be  considered  as  settled,  that  "  by 
the  grant  of  a  messuage  or  house,  the  garden,  orchard, 
and  curtilage  do  pass; "(a)  but  there  is  no  instance  in 
the  books  where  the  word  "  house "  has  been  held  to 
pass  not  only  the  house,  but  a   shop,   situated  with 

(a)  Co.  Lilt.  5  h. 
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reference  to  it  as  the  shop  in  this  case  is  situated.  It  1847. 
cannot  be  considered  that  this  shop  is  within  the  cur-  -p^^^ 
tilage,  when  there  is  no  common  fence  which  encloses  „7.\ 
it ;  and  in  the  numerous  cases  of  indictment  for  bur- 
glary, where  the  question  has  arisen  as  to  what  buildings 
are  within  the  curtilage,  that  term  has  never  been  held 
to  include  buildings  which  were  not  within  the  same 
common  fence  as  the  house.  If  then,  this  shop  cannot 
be  considered  part  of  the  house,  according  to  the  legal 
meaning  given  to  the  word  '^  house ''  in  civil  and  in 
criminal  cases,  the  Court  can  discover  no  principle  on 
which  they  are  entitled  to  give  a  more  enlarged  sense 
to  it,  within  the  meaning  of  this  act  of  parliament.  It 
is  not  disputed  that  two  dwelling-houses,  occupied  by 
the  same  person,  would  not  confer  the  franchise ;  why 
then  should  a  house  and  shop  ?  It  would  be  strange  if 
the  owner  and  occupier  of  two  dwelling-houses,  not 
thereby  entitled  to  vote,  by  converting  one  of  the 
houses  into  a  shop,  should  be  capable  of  becoming 
qualified.  It  should  be  observed,  that  the  yard  is  open 
to  other  persons,  who  have  access  to  it  at  will,  there 
being  no  fence  between  the  yard  and*  the  street.  On 
the  whole  the  Court  can  find  no  circumstances  in  the 
case  which  can  at  all  tend  to  shew  that  this  shop  would 
pass  as  part  of  the  dwelling-house  by  any  general  words 
used  in  a  conveyance,  or  would  be  part  of  such  house 
for  any  civil  or  criminal  purposes  whatsoever.  The 
result  is,  that  the  objection,  to  the  vote  must  be  sus- 
tained. 

Decision  afiirmed. 


s  s  ^ 
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Street  aforesaid.      Under   these  circumstances,   it  was        ]847» 


▼. 


contended  on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  that  the  objector  allbh 
had  not  complied  with  the  provisions  of  the  seventeenth 
section  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.,  the  notice  of  objection 
not  having  been  given  to  the  respondent  himself,  nor 
left  at  his  place  of  abode,  as  stated  in  the  said  list  On 
behalf  of  the  appellant,  it  was  contended,  that  as  the 
respondent  had  not  in  fact  any  place  of  abode  at  L/rmer 
Mittofij  as  described  in  the  said  list,  the  qualifying 
property,  which  was  there  situate,  must  be  deemed  to 
be  his  place  of  abode,  and  that  no  other  service  could 
in  this  case  have  been  effected,  and  that  such  service  of 
the  notice  was  therefore  sufficient  The  revising  bar- 
rister decided  that  such  notice  had  not  been  given  or 
left  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  respondent  as  stated  in 
the  said  list,  within  the  meaning  of  the  seventeenth  secr 
tion  of  the  said  statute,  and  that  the  objector  might  in 
this  case  have  complied  with  that  section  by  sending  a 
notice  by  post,  addressed  to  the  respondent  at  his  place 
of  abode  as  stated  in  the  said  list,  or  by  serving  such 
notice  on  him  personally,  and  he  accordingly  retained 
the  name  of  the  respondent^  and  altered  the  description 
of  his  place  of  abode  in  the  said  list  to  Hartlebury.  The 
respondent,  on  the  revising  barrister  deciding  that  the 
notice  of  objection  was  not  duly  served,  declined  going 
into  evidence  in  support  of  his  qualification.  The  ques- 
tion for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  mentioned  in  the  above  statement  of  facts, 
the  said  notice  of  objection  was  duly  served  on  the  re- 
spondent. 

W.  J.  Alexander  for  the  appellant  {January  18.).  The 
service  of  the  notice  of  objection  was  sufficient  The 
Stat.  6  Vict,  c.  18.  s.  17.  enacts  "  that  every  person  ob- 


Allxn 
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1847.  jecting  shall  give  or  cause  to  be  left  at  the  place  ofabode 
of  the  person  objected  to,  as  stated  in  the  said  list" 
meaning  the  list  of  voters,  a  notice  of  objection.  The 
objector  has  followed  the  directions  of  the  statute  as 
nearly  as  the  circumstances  of  the  case  would  permit, 
by  addressing  the  notice  to  the  respondent  at  Lower 
Mitton^  described  in  the  list  as  his  place  of  abode^  aod 
leaving  it  at  the  place  where  he  was  most  likely  to  be 
found,  namely,  at  the  respondent's  office  and  wharf  in 
Lichfield  Street,  which  is  in  Lower  Mittoru  \Cresswelli. 
If  the  objector  had  left  the  notice  at  the  respondent's 
former  place  of  abode  at  Lower  Mittorij  he  would  have 
brought  himself  within  the  words  of  the  act.]  The  ob- 
jector ought  not  to  be  prejudiced  by  a  mistake  of  the  over'' 
seer's,  and  by  his  having  gone  beyond  the  letter  of  the  act 
in  his  anxiety  that  the  notice  should  reach  the  hands  of 
the  party  for  whom  it  was  intended.  {^IVilde  C.  J.  Your 
argument  amounts  to  this ;  that  the  statute  having  pre- 
scribed that  the  service  should  be  effected  in  a  particular 
^'^79  you  have  done  it  better  than  was  required  by  the 
act  of  parliament.  If  the  notice  had  been  sent  by  post, 
directed  to  the  respondent  at  Lower  MittoUy  the  pre- 
sumption would  have  been  that  it  duly  reached  the 
party  objected  to,  because  Lower  Mitton  was  his  place 
of  abode  as  stated  in  the  list  of  voters.]  The  provisions 
of  the  100th  section  do  not  make  it  imperative  upon 
the  objector  to  send  his  notice  by  the  post,  though  they 
leave  him  at  liberty  to  do  so.  The  question  to  be 
determined  here  is  not  whether  Lowe}-  Mitton  was  the 
respondent's  true  place  of  abode,  but  whether  it  was  his 
constructive  place  of  abode,  within  the  meaning  of  this 
act  of  parliament ;  and  for  all  that  appears  in  the  case, 
Lichfield  Streety  being  in  Lower  Mitton,  must  be  taken 
to  be  his  place  of  abode  as  stated  in  the  list. 


▼. 
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Whitmore  for  the  respondent.  An  objector  may  serve  1847. 
his  notice  of  objection  in  one  of  three  modes ;  either  allin 
personally,  or  by  leaving  it  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the 
party  objected  to,  or  by  transmitting  it  through  the 
post  There  is  no  ground  for  suggesting  that  Lichfield 
Street  may  be  taken  to  be  the  respondent's  place  of 
abode,  because  the  case  finds  that  the  respondent  did 
at  one  time  reside  at  Lower  Mitton^  but  never  did  reside 
in  Lichfield  Street.  The  barrister  has  found,  also,  that 
the  wharf  and  office  in  Lichfield  Street  was  not  the 
respondent's  place  of  abode  as  described  in  the  list ;  and 
this  is  a  question  of  fact,  on  which  the  Court  will  not 
entertain  an  appeal;  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  65.  The  ser-^ 
vice,  therefore,  of  the  notice  was  invalid. 

Alexander  replied. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Wilde  C.  J.  now  delivered  judgment.  The  objec- 
tion in  this  case  was  to  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
objection.  It  appears  that  a  person  named  Allen  ob- 
jected to  the  vote  of  the  respondent,  and  that  he  served 
the  notice  of  objection  at  a  certain  wharf  occupied  by 
the  party  objected  to.  The  case  states  distinctly  that 
the  wharf  was  not  the  residence  of  the  respondent;  and 
the  seventeenth  section  of  the  stat.  6  Fict.  c.  18.  requires 
that  every  person  objecting  shall  give  or  cause  to  be 
lefl  at  the  place  of  abode  of  the  person  objected  to,  as 
stated  in  the  list  of  voters,  a  notice  of  objection.  The 
validity  of  the  notice  of  objection  in  the  present  case, 
therefore,  depends  upon  the  fact  whether  it  was  served 
at  the  residence  of  the  voter  or  not.  It  is  admitted  that 
the  notice  was  not  served  at  his  actual  place  of  re- 
sidence ;  but  it  is  said  that  it  was  served  at  a  place 
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effect  of  any  such  mistake  by  adopting  either  of  the 
other  two  modes  of  service,  namely,  pei'sonal  service, 
or  sending  the  notice  by  the  post  according  to  the  di-» 
rections  of  the  act ;  but  if  he  elects  a  particular  mode 
of  service,  without  taking  care  that  it  is  in  conformity 
with  the  statute,  it  is  his  own  fault,  and  he  must  bear 
the  consequences  of  it«  Upon  the  present  occasion^ 
therefore,  as  the  revising  barrister  finds,  in  distinct 
terms,  that  the  wharf  at  which  the  notice  was  served 
was  not  the  respondent's  place  of  abode,  and  that  he 
had  no  place  of  abode  in  Lxmer  Mitton^  it  appears  to 
us  that  the  notice  of  objection  was  not  well  served ;  and 
that  the  decision  of  the  revising  barrister  was  correct  in 
point  of  law,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Decision  affirmed. 
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Allen 
▼. 

0&BXK8ILL. 


Wanklyn,  Appellant,  and  Woollet, 

Respondent. 


JontMtry  25. 


THIS  was  a  consolidated  appeal  from  the  decision  The  revising 
*■  *■  bamster  must 

of  the  revising  barrister  for  the  county  of  Mon^  "'gn  >»  open 

court  the  in- 

motUh.     The  statement  of  facts  had  been  tendered  to  donement  on 
the  Master  within  the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas  of  facto 


re- 


term,  but  he  had  declined  to  receive  it,  on  the  ground  ^^vict.  c.  is. 
that  the  indorsement  required  by  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  S,e^sJI,^IIJ 
5.  42.  had  not  been  signed  by  the  revisini;  barrister.  ""**  wgnature, 

o  J  o  the  master  has 

An  application  was  subsequently  made  on  behalf  of  the  °**  authority  to 

*  X  .f  enter  the  appeal, 

appellant,  after  the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas  term  nor  the  court 

jurisdiction  to 
hear  it. 
The  provisions  of  the  42d  section,  which  relate  to  single  appeals,  are  made  applicable, 
by  the  45th  section,  to  consolidated  appeals. 

Qtuere,  whether  an  agent,  who  objecto  on  behalf  of  another,  can  be  made  an  appellant  in 
a  consolidated  appeal,  or  whether  such  appellant  must  not  be  a  person  actually  interested 
in  the  subject-matter  of  the  appeal  ? 
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1S47.  had  elapsed,  that  the  statement  of  facts  might  be  trans- 
Wankltk  mitted  to  the  revising  barrister  for  him  to  make  the 
W    LL  necessary  indorsement,  and  that  the  appeal  might,  after 

such  indorsement  had  been  made,  be  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc  with  the  Master.  This  application  was  granted  by 
the  Court,  subject  to  any  objection  which  the  counsel 
for  the  respondent  might  make  when  the  appeal  came 
to  be  argued,  (a)  The  declaration  of  the  appellant,  in 
the  statement  of  facts,  was  in  these  words :  —  "I,  for 
and  on  behalf  of  Jo/in  Greaves,  and  all  other  persons 
who  are  interested  as  appellants,  do  appeal  from  this 
decision." 

Cockbum,  when  the  appeal  was  called  on  {January 
18th),  objected,  on  the  behalf  of  the  respondent,  that 
the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  appeal.  The 
Stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s,  4?2.,  after  giving  the  right  of 
appeal,  and  requiring  the  revising  barrister  to  prepare 
and  sign  a  statement  of  facts,  goes  on  to  enact  that 
"  the  said  barrister  shall  then  indorse  upon  every  such 
statement  the  name  of  the  county  and  polling  district, 
or  city  and  borough,  and  of  the  parish  or  township  to 
which  the  same  shall  relate;  and  also  the  Christian 
name  and  surname,  and  place  of  abode,  of  the  appellant 
and  of  the  respondent  in  the  matter  of  the  said  appeal, 
and  shall  sign  and  date  such  indorsement ;  and  the  said 
barrister  shall  deliver  such  statement,  with  such  indorse- 
ment thereon,  to  the  said  appellant,  to  be  by  him  trans- 
mitted to  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Common  Pleas  at 
Westminster^  in  the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned ;  and 
the  said  barrister  shall  also  deliver  a  copy  of  such  state- 

(«)  See  Pring  v,  Ustcourt,  antd,  p.  505. 
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ment,  with  the  said  indorsement  thereon,  to  the  respond-  1847. 
ent  in  such  appeal  who  shall  require  the  same."  The  Wankltk 
obvious  meaning  of  the  section  is  that  the  indorsement  -^VoJ^let 
should  be  made  and  signed  by  the  barrister  in  oped 
Court.  When  the  appellant  endeavoured  to  enter  the 
appeal  in  the  first  instance  with  the  Master,  the  state- 
ment of  facts,  wanting  the  barrister's  signature  to  the 
indorsement,  was  not  such  a  document  as  the  Master, 
under  sect.  62.,  was  at  liberty  to  receive.  The  sixty- 
fourth  section  provides  that  no  appeal  shall  be  enter- 
tained or  heard  by  the  Court,  '*  unless  notice  shall 
have  been  given  by  the  appellant  to  the  Masters  of  the 
said  Court  at  the  time,  and  in  the  manner  herein- 
before mentioned."  The  notice  is  required  by  the  sixty- 
second  section  to  be  given  to  the  Master  at  the  same 
time,  as  the  statement  of  the  case ;  and  consequently  no 
proper  notice  has  been  given,  and  the  Court  has  no 
power  to  permit  the  appeal  to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc* 

Keating,  for  the  appellant.  The  forty-second  section 
does  not  apply  to  consolidated  appeals,  which  are 
regulated  by  the  provisions  of  the  forty-fourth  section. 
Nothing  is  said  in  that  section  about  indorsement,  and 
it  would  lead  to  the  greatest  possible  inconvenience,  if 
it  were  held  that,  in  a  consolidated  appeal,  the  names 
of  perhaps  200  or  300  appellants  must  be  indorsed  on 
the  case. 

Cockbum,  in  reply.  The  forty-fifth  section  of  the  act 
provides  that  proceedings  in  consolidated  appeals  shall 
be  subject  to  the  same  rules  and  regulations  as  a  single 
appeal. 

Cur»  adv.  indt. 


Wakklyh 

WOOLLKT. 
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184?7.  Wilde  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

Court. 

In  this  case  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  appeal  does 
not  come  before  the  Court  under  such  circumstances  as 
to  give  us  jurisdiction  to  hear  it.  It  appears  that  the 
appeal  was  brought  to  the  Master  to  be  entered,  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament ;  but 
that  when  offered  to  the  Master  it  had  not  the  indorse- 
ment signed  by  the  revising  barrister.  An  applicatioa 
was  then  made  to  the  Court  that  the  case  should  be 
signed  by  the  revising  barrister  at  a  period  subsequent 
to  that  at  which  it  ought  to  have  been  regularly  entered, 
and  afterwards  to  allow  the  appeal  to  be  entered  nunc 
pro  tunc.  The  Court,  without  expressing  any  opinion 
as  to  what  would  be  the  effect  of  such  a  signature,  per- 
mitted the  appeal  to  be  entered,  subject  to  any  objection 
which  might  be  raised,  when  the  appeal  came  on  for 
argument,  against  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  be  heard. 
Accordingly,  the  case  having  been  signed  by  the  bar- 
rister after  the  first  four  days  of  Michaelmas  Term  had 
elapsed,  the  appeal  was  brought  to  the  Master,  and 
was  entered.  When  the  case  was  called  on,  Mr.  Cod> 
bum,  on  the  part  of  the  respondent,  objected  that  there 
had  not  been  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  forty-second  section  of  the  act  of  parliament,  and 
consequently  that  the  appeal  could  not  be  heard.  The 
Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  5.41.  directs  in  what  manner  the 
proceedings  are  to  be  conducted  before  the  revising 
barrister  in  his  Court;  and  the  forty-second  section 
enacts,  **  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person  who, 
under  the  provisions  hereinbefore  contained,  shall  have 
made  any  claim  to  have  his  name  inserted  in  any  list,  or 
made  any  objection  to  any  other  person  as  not  entitled 
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to  have  his  name  inserted  in  any  list,  or  whose  name  1847. 
shall  have  been  expunged  from  any  list,  and  who  in  Wakkltm 
any  such  case  shall  be  aggrieved  by  or  dissatisfied  with 
any  decision  of  any  revising  barrister  on  any  point  of  law 
material  to  the  result  of  such  case,  either  himself  or  by 
some  person  on  his  behalf,  to  give  to  the  revising  barrister 
in  Court,  before  the  rising  of  the  said  Court,  on  the  same 
day  on  which  such  decision  shall  have  been  pronounced, 
a  notice  in  writing  that  he  is  desirous  to  appeal,  and  in 
such  notice  shall  shortly  state  the  decision  against  which 
he  desires  to  appeal."  The  section  proceeds  to  provide 
for  the  way  in  which  the  statement  of  facts  is  to  be 
prepared  by  the  barrister,  tod  it  then  goes  on  to  say 
that  ^'  the  said  barrister  shall  then  indorse  upon  every 
such  statement  the  name  of  the  county  and  polling 
district,  or  city  and  borough,  and  of  the  parish  or  town- 
ship to  which  the  same  shall  relate;  and  also  the 
christian  name  and  surname,  and  place  of  abode,  of  the 
appellant  and  of  the  respondent  in  the  matter  of  the 
said  appeal ;  and  shall  sign  and  date  such  indorsement ; 
and  the  said  revising  barrister  shall  deliver  such  state- 
ment, with  such  indorsement  thereon,  to  the  said  ap- 
pellant, to  be  by  him  transmitted  to  her  Majesty's  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  at  Westminster^  in  the  manner  herein- 
after mentioned,"  &c.  The  sixtieth  section  enacts, 
^'  That  all  matters  of  appeal  from  or  in  respect  of  any 
decision  of  any  revising  barrister  entertained  in  manner 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  shall  be  prosecuted,  heard,  and 
determined  in  and  by  her  Majesty's  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  at  Westminster "  &c.  And  by  the  sixty-second 
section  it  is  enacted,  *'  That  every  appellant  who  shall 
intend  to  prosecute  his  appeal  shall,  within  the  first 

VOL.  I.  T  T 
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relating  to  a  consolidated  appeal  is  authorised.  There  184*7* 
are  no  rules  prescribed  by  which  those  things  can  be  Wahklyk 
effected  which  are  necessary  to  be  done  in  order  to  ^  ^'^^ 
bring  the  appeal  to  the  stage  at  which  it  is  to  be  heard, 
except  with  reference  to  the  directions  which  are  given 
in  regard  to  a  single  appeal.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore, 
that  the  only  ground  of  argument  relied  on  as  an  answer 
to  the  objection  altogether  fails.  The  forty-fifth  section 
draws  down  to  itself  and  embodies  all  the  rules  and  re- 
gulations relating  to  single  appeals,  which  are  contained 
in  the  forty-second  section,  and  makes  them  applicable  to 
consolidated  appeals,  for  which  they  are  quite  as  necessary 
as  for  a  single  appeal,  if  not  more  so.  If  the  signature 
to  the  indorsement  be  requisite  in  a  single  appeal,  where 
there  is  only  one  appellant,  it  becomes  much  more  im- 
portant in  consolidated  appeals*  There  have  been  cases 
before  the  Court  in  which  a  hundred  votes  and  upwards 
have  depended  upon  one  decision,  and  any  one  of  the 
claimants  might  appeal ;  consequently  the  signature  of 
the  revising  barrister  to  the  indorsement,  sanctioning 
the  right  of  each  particular  appellant  to  appeal,  is  highly 
important  in  such  cases.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  us 
that,  instead  of  the  revising  barrister's  indorsement 
being  less  necessary  in  the  case  of  a  consolidated  appeal, 
it  is  rendered  more  essential  than  where  the  appeal  is  a  . 
single  one.  The  only  question,  then,  is  whether  or  not 
those  regulations  which  are  contained  in  the  section  re- 
f(&rring  to  proceedings  in  regard  to  single  appeals  are 
brought  down  by  the  general  words  which  I  have  read, 
and  incorporated  with  the  forty-fifth  section.  Taking 
that  to  be  so,  then,  unless  we  find  something  in  the 
forty-fifth  section  dispensing  with  the  signature,  the 
Court  must  hold  that  all  the  regulations  in  the  forty- 

T  T  2 
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1 847*  second  section  apply  to  the  case  of  a  consolidated  appeal* 
Throughout  that  section,  the  indorsement  is  constantly 
referred  to.  The  barrister  is  to  sign  the  case  and  the 
indorsement ;  he  is  to  deliver  the  case  to  the  appeUant 
with  the  indorsement;  he  b  to  deliver  a  copy  of  the 
case,  with  the  indorsement,  to  the  respondent ;  and  he 
is  to  date  the  indorsement  Here  the  indorsement  is 
dated  in  September  last;  but  the  time  when  it  was  signed 
is  judicially  known  to  the  Court  to  have  been  after  the 
first  four  days  of  Michaelmas  Term.  The  direction  in  the 
forty-second  section  that  the  indorsement  shall  be  dated, 
and  that  the  barrister  ^*  shall  then  indorse  "  &c  points 
to  the  period  at  which  the  Court  is  sitting ;  and  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  he  is  required  to  do  in  open  Court 
most,  if  not  all,  of  those  acts  which  he  is  called  on  to 
perform.  It  seems  clear,  therefore,  that  the  indorse- 
ment was  intended  to  precede  the  delivery  of  the  case  to 
the  respective  parties  to  the  appeal,  and  consequently  to 
precede  the  entry  of  the  appeal  by  the  Master.  On 
the  whole  we  think  that  the  present  objection  is  well 
founded,  and  therefore  that  the  Court  cannot  hear  the 
appeal. 

There  is  another  objection  in  the  way  of  the  appel- 
lant, which  raises  a  question  of  considerable  difficulty ; 
.  but  the  Court  do  not  profess  to  give  any  opinion 
upon  it,  and  only  draw  attention  to  it  now,  in  order 
that  the  objection  may  not  arise  in  future  cases.  It 
appears  by  the  forty-second  section,  that  a  person  dis- 
satisfied with  the  decision  of  the  barrister  may,  either 
by  himself  or  by  some  person  on  his  behalf,  give  notice 
of  appeal  to  the  revising  barrister;  and  then  it  says, 
^*  The  appellant  shall,  by  himself  or  some  one  on  his 
behalf,  at  the  end  of  the  said  statement,  make  a  declara- 
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tion  in  writing,  under  his  hand,  to  the  following  effect,  184*7. 
« I  appeal  from  this  decision/  "  These  words  are  not  Wamklyk 
quite  consistent  with  one  another;  unless  they  mean 
that  the  person  who  acts  on  the  behalf  of  another  must 
be  prepared  with  that  party's  actual  signature,  in  which 
case  he  might  sign  the  declaration  ^*  I  appeal  from  this 
decision."  Then,  the  forty-fourth  section  says,  ^'  That 
if  it  shall  appear  to  any  revising  barrister  that  the 
validity  of  any  number  of  such  claims  or  objections 
determined  by  him  at  any  court  as  aforesaid  depends 
and  has  been  decided  by  him  upon  the  same  point  or 
points  of  law,  and  the  parties,  or  any  of  them,  aggrieved 
by  or  dissatisfied  with  his  decision  thereon,  shall  have 
given  notice  of  an  intention  to  appeal  therefrom,  it  shall 
in  such  case  be  lawful  for  the  said  barrister  to  declare 
that  the  appeals  against  such  decision  ought  to  be  con- 
solidated &C. ;  and  thereupon  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  barrister  to  name  any  person  interested,  and  con- 
senting, for  and  on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other 
persons  in  like  manner  interested  in  such  appeals  to  be 
the  appellant  or  respondent  respectively  in  such  con* 
solidated  appeal  &c. ;  and  the  person  so  named  appel- 
lant &c.,  or  some  one  in  his  behalf,  shall,  at  the  end  of 
the  said  statement,  make  and  sign  a  declaration  in  the 
form  or  to  the  effect  following :  ^  I,  for  myself  and  on 
behalf  of  all  the  other  persons  who  are  interested  as 
appellants  in  this  matter,  and  whose  names  are  here- 
under  written,  do  appeal  against  this  decision'  &c« 
And  the  person  so  named  respondent  in  such  con- 
solidated appeal,  or  some  one  on  his  behalf,  shall  in  like 
manner  make  and  sign  a  declaration  in  writing  in  the 
form  or  to  the  effect  following :  *  I,  for  myself  and  on 
behalf  of  all  the  other  persons  interested  as  respondents 
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1847.        in  this  matter  &c.  do  agree  to  appear  Sec."*     The  bar- 

"^Z  rister,  therefore,  in  the  case  of  a  consolidated  appeal  is 

, ,  ^*  only  authorised  to  receive  a  declaration,  either  from  an 

WOOLLXT.     3* 

appellant  or  respondent,  from  a  person  acting  Jbr  him' 
selff  and  on  behalf  of  all  other  persons  interested  in 
like  manner*  Now,  on  referring  to  the  language  of  the 
declaration  in  the  present  case,  instead  of  finding  that 
the  appellant  has  signed  it  for  himself  and  all  other 
persons  interested,  we  see  that  an  agent  of  the  name  of 
Wanklyn  says,  '^  I,  on  behalf  of  John  Greaves,  appeal 
from  this  decision ; "  not  following  the  form  given  either 
in  the  forty-second  or  the  forty-fiflh  sections.  It  may 
be  argued,  that  the  revising  barrister  has  no  authority 
to  sanction  the  appeal  of  any  person  whatever,  except 
the  person  actually  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  appeal ;  and  it  may  be  material,  if  the  objection  be 
well  founded,  as  to  which  the  Court  give  no  opinion, 
that  such  questions  should  be  avoided  in  future. 

Appeal  struck  out. 
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WooLLET,  Appellant,  and  Davis,  Respondent.      jv6rua»yi. 


A  T  a  Court  held  before  T.  C.  S.  Kynnersley^  Esq., 
the  barrister  appointed  to  revise  the  lists  of  voters 
for  the  county  of  Monmouth^  James  Birch  objected  to 
the  name  oiJokn  LietDellyn  being  retained  in  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  parish  of  Peterstone  in  the  said  county. 
The  notice  of  objection  sent  to  the  said  John  Liewellyn 
by  the  said  James  Birch  was  as  follows :  — • 

"  To  Mr.  John  UeweUyn* 
"  I  hereby  give  you  notice,   that  I  object  to  your 
name  being  retained  in  the  Peterstone  List  of  Voters  for 
the  county  of  Monmouth. 

<' Dated  this  22nd  day  of  August,  1846. 

(Signed)         "  James  Birch,  of  *  The  Oaks,' 
"  On  the  Register  of  Voters  for  the  Parish  of  St 
Woollos:' 

A  notice,  similarly  signed,  was  sent  by  the  said  James 
Birch  to  the  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Peterstone.  In 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  WooUos  the  de- 
scription of  the  said  James  Birch  was  as  follows :  — 


ChriftianlName 
and  Surname,  &c. 

Place  of  Abode. 

Nature  of 
Qualification. 

Street,   Lane,  or  other 
like    Place    in     thia 
Pariftb,  &c. 

Birch,  James. 

St  WooUos. 

House  and  Land 
as  Occupier. 

The  Oaks. 

In  a  notice  of 
objection  to  a 
county  voter, 
the  objector  de- 
scribed himself 
as  "  of  •  2%tf 
OakSf*  on  the 
register  of 
▼oters  for  the 
parish  of  St. 
WooOot:'     His 
name  was  on 
thelistofYoters 
for  that  parish,  ^ 
and  in  the 
fourth  column, 
the  description 
given  of 
his  qualify- 
ing property 
was  "  The 
Oaktr     mid, 
that  such  notice 
of  objection  and 
list  of  voters 
could  not  be 
coupled  to- 
gether for  the 
purpose  of  fur- 
nishing a  cor- 
rect description 
of  the  objector's 
place  of  abode, 
which  must  be 
collected  from 
the  notice  it- 
self; and,  con- 
sequently, the 
description  of 
the  place  of 
abode  in  the 
notice  being 
too  general, 
that  the  notice 
was  insufficient. 


It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  voter,  that  the 
place  of  abode  of  the  said  James  Birch,  described  in  the 
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1 847.  register  as  St.  Woollos,  was  not  set  forth  in  the  notice  of 
objection  in  manner  and  form  required  by  law,  inasmuch 
as  it  did  not  appear  by  necessary  implication  that  *^  The 
Oaks,"  mentioned  in  the  notice  of  objection  as  his  place 
of  abode,  was  in  the  parish  of  Si.  WooUos^  or  where  it 
was  situated.  The  revising  barrister  decided,  that  the 
notice  of  objection  was  sufficient,  and,  no  evidence 
having  been  offered  in  support  of  the  vote  of  the  said 
John  LieiDeUyrij  expunged  his  name  from  the  list  of 
voters. 

The  place  of  abode  of  the  objector, was  proved  to  be 
**  The  Oaks,"  in  the  parish  of  St.  fVoollos.  The  ques- 
tion for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was, 
whether,  coupling  together  the  notice  of  objection  and 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  St.  JVoollos^  it  did  not 
sufficiently  appear,  that  the  place  called  ^^  The  Oaks," 
(stated  in  the  list  of  voters  to  be  the  house  occupied  by 
the  said  James  Bircky)  was  his  place  of  abode,  and  that 
it  was  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  fVoollos.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  notice  was  sufficient,  the 
register  was  to  stand  without  correction ;  if  they  should 
be  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  name  of  the  said  John 
Ue'wellj/n  was  to  be  inserted  in  the  list  of  voters  for  the 
parish  of  Peterstone. 

Cockbum  (in  Michaelmas  Term,  November  16th)  for 
the  appellant  The  objector  has  not  complied  either 
with  the  letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18. 
s.  7.  The  notice  of  objection  required  to  be  given  by 
that  section  must  be  '^according  to  the  form  numbered 
(5.)  in  the  said  Schedule  (A.),  or  to  the  like  effect." 
The  objector  has  not  followed  the  form,  because  he  has 
omitted  giving  any  sufficient  description  of  his  place  of 
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abode  at  the  foot  of  his  notice;  and  he  has  not  in  any  1847. 
other  way  furnished  the  information  which  the  act  in-  woollit 
tended  should  be  supplied.  He  states,  indeed,  in  his 
notice,  that  he  Is  of  ^<  The  Oaks,"  on  the  register  of 
Toters  for  the  parish  of  St.  Woollos ;  but  upon  reference 
to  the  second  column  in  the  list  of  voters,  it  will  be 
found  that  there  is  no  description  of  the  objector's  place 
of  abode,  which  is  merely  stated  to  be  within  the  limits 
of  the  parish  of  St.  Woollos.  In  the  fourth  column  of 
the  list  the  words  ^^  The  Oaks  "  appear ;  those  words, 
however,  have  no  reference  to  the  objector's  place  of 
abode,  but  simply  to  the  situation  of  his  qualifying  pro- 
perty. An  objector  may  reside  in  a  different  county 
from  that  in  which  the  property  which  qualifies  him  as 
a  county  voter  b  situate.  In  Gadsby  v.  Warlmrton  (a) 
the  G)urt  held  a  notice  of  objection  sufficient,  in  which 
the  objector  described  his  place  of  abode  as  ^^  Poplar 
Graoe^  Didsbury; "  but  in  that  case  there  was  a  reference 
to  a  known  locality,  which  would  have  assisted  the  party 
objected  to  in  his  inquiries  after  the  objector.  No  in- 
formation of  the  kind  has  been  given  in  the  present 
instance. 

Keating  for  the  respondent.  In  Knowles  v.  Brook' 
ing  (b)  it  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  of  this 
Court  that  a  notice  of  objection  was  valid,  although  the 
objector's  place  of  abode,  as  described  in  the  notice,  was 
altogether  different  from  that  which  appeared  against  his 
name  upon  the  list  of  voters.  That  is  a  much  stronger 
case  than  the  present  [Matde^  J.  The  question  here 
is,  whether  an  objector  who  resides  in  Cumberland  or 

(a)  Antd,  p.  136.  (b)  Ante,  p.  461. 
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for  the  Court  to  decide  whether  it  would  be  sufficient        1847. 
when  coupled  with  the  list  of  voters.  Woollm 

Cur.  adv.  vtdt.        ^^* 

Davis. 

Wilde  C.  J.  now  delivered  judgment.  The  question 
raised  by  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is  ex- 
pressed in  the  following  terms :  —  "  Whether,  coupling 
together  the  notice  of  objection  and  the  list  of  voters  for 
the  parish  of  5/.  WodloSj  it  did  not  sufficiently  appear 
that  the  place  called  ^  The  Oaksj  stated  in  the  list  of 
voters  to  be  the  house  occupied  by  the  said  James  Birch 
(the  objector),  was  his  place  of  abode,  and  that  it  was 
situate  in, the  parish  of  S^.  IVooUos.**  The  question,  al- 
though not  very  accurately  expressed,  which  is  intended 
to  be  raised  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  depends  upon 
the  construction  of  stat.  6  Vict.  c.lS.  5.7.  By  that 
section  any  person,  objecting  to  the  name  of  any  other 
person  being  retained  in  any  list  of  voters  for  a  county, 
is  required  to  give  notice  to  the  person  objected  to  ac- 
cording to  the  form  No.  (5.)  Schedule  (A.),  ^^  or  to  the 
like  eifect"  The  form  referred  to  denotes  that  the 
notice  is  to  contain  a  statement  of  the  place  of  abode  of 
the  objector,  and  the  name  of  the  parish  in  which  the 
objector  is  registered;  and  it  also  prescribes  that  the 
name  of  the  party  objected  to,  and  the  place  of  his 
abode,  as  described  in  the  list  of  voters,  shall  be  in- 
serted in  the  notice.  In  this  caSe  the  names  both  of 
the  objector  and  the  person  objected  to  were  contained 
in  the  list  of  voters  for  the  county  of  Monmouth.  The 
notice  of  objection  stated  the  objector's  place  of  abode 
to  be  "  The  Oaks,'*  without  any  more  particular  de- 
scription; and  added,  that  the  objector's  name  was 
on  the  register  of  voters  for  the  parish  of  Si.  Woollos. 
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1847.  The  latter  statement,  it  is  to  be  observed,  imported  only 
^oouLM  ^^^^  ^^^  property  qualification  of  the  objector  was 
locally  situated  in  the  parish,  and  not  that  he  was  resi- 
dent within  it.  The  case  then  states  that  the  person 
objected  to  attended  before  the  revising  barrister  and 
declined  to  prove  his  qualification,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  objector  had  not  complied  with  the  statute,  by 
stating  his  place  of  abode  in  the  notice  given  by  him, 
such  statement  being  so  general  as  not  to  be  available 
as  a  statement  of  his  place  of  abode.  It  appears^  fur- 
ther, from  the  case,  that  the  controversy  before  the 
barrister  was,  that  the  statement  contained  in  the  notice 
was  insu£Scient;  but  it  was  also  contended,  that  the 
notice  also  stated  that  the  objector  was  resident  in  the 
parish  of  St.  fVooIloSf  and  that  the  party  receiving  the 
notice  might,  by  resorting  to  the  register,  have  learned 
that  <<  The  Oaks ''  was  in  the  parish  of  St.  WooUos, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  notice  was  sufiicient  The 
barrister  admitted  this  to  be  the  case,  and  held  that  the 
notice,  though  insufficient  in  itself,  might  be  made  valid 
by  being  coupled  with  the  register;  and  as  the  two 
documents  so  coupled  together  furnished  the  means  of 
ascertaining  that  the  objector's  place  of  abode  was  at 
"  The  Oaks/'  in  the  parish  of  St.  Woollos^  he  held  that 
the  notice  was  in  sufficient  conformity  with  the  statute. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  this  decision  is  wrong,  and  that 
the  notice  of  objection  is  not  made  in  the  form  or  to  the 
effect  required  by  the  statute.  The  party  receiving  the 
notice  is  not  bound  to  take  the  trouble  of  resorting  to 
any  other  means  than  the  notice  itself  in  order  to 
obtain  information  as  to  the  place  of  abode  of  the  party 
sending  it. 

Decision  reversed. 
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ABODE. 
See  Place  of  Abode. 

ADDRESS  OF  NOTICE  OF 
CLAIM. 

See  Notice  of  Claim,  A. 

ADMISSION  OF  FREEMEN  IN 
RESPECT  OF  BIRTH. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (i) 

AFFIDAVIT  OF  NOTICE  OF 
APPEAL. 

See  Practice,  D.  1. 

AGENT. 

See  Notice  of  Objection,  C.  4. 
Consolidated  Appeal. 

ALMS-HOUSE. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  3,  4,  5. 

AMENDMENTS  IN  LIST  OF 
VOTERS. 

See  List  of  Votersi  D.  1,  2. 


APPEAL,  CONSOLIDATED. 

See  Consolidated  Appeal. 
•         Practice,  E.  2. 

APPEAL,  ENTRY  OF. 

See  Practice,  A.  1,  2.;  B.  (a) 
1, 2,  3. 

APPEAL,  NOTICE  OF. 

See  Practice,  B.  (a)  1,  2,  3 ;  (b) 
1,  2,  3. 

APPEARANCE  OF  PARTIES. 
S^e  Practice,  D.  1,  2,  3,  4,  5. 

APPORTIONMENT  OF  RENT. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  5. 

ASSESSORS  OF  THE 
WINDOW-TAX. 

See  Disqualification  of 
Electors,  3« 

BEDESMEN. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  3. 


COW-HOUSE. 


EVIDENCE. 
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COW-HOUSE. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (6)  1.  3. 

CURTILAGE,  BUILDINGS 
WITHIN. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (d). 


DATE,  IN  NOTICE  OF  OB- 
JECTION. 

See  Notice  of  Objection,  A.  (a). 


DESCRIPTION  OF  PRO- 
PERTY. 

See  List  of  Voters,  B.  3. ;  C.  (a). 

DISQUALIFICATION  OF 
ELECTORS. 

1.  A  person  employed  under  the 
Post-office,  at  any  time  within 
twelve  calendar  months  of  the  last 
day  of  Julyi  to  carry  letters  and 
receive  the  postage  thereon,  is  not 
entitled  to  be  registered.  Coo^ 
per  V.  Harris  (Austin's  Case), 

Page  207 

2.  A  collector  of  the  window-tax  is 
entitled  to  vote;  for,  notwith- 
standing the  Stat.  43  G.  3.  c.  99., 
he  is  still  to  be  considered  as 
appointed  by  the  Land  Tax  Com- 
missioners, and  not  by  the  Com- 
missioners of  Assessed  Taxes,  and 
is  therefore  within  the  exception 
created  by  the  second  section  of 
Stat.  22  G.  3.  c.  41.  Dyer  v. 
Gough,  220 


3.  Assessors  of  the  window-tax  have 
also  a  right  to  vote.  Baxter  v. 
The  Overseers  ofDoncaster^ 

Page  227.  note  (a) 

4.  A  clerk  to  a  receiving  inspector 
of  taxes  appointed  and  paid  by 
the  Treasury,  under  staU  \&2  W. 
4.  c.  18.  s.  2.,  was  in  the  habit  of 
assisting  the  inspector  in  the  re- 
ceipt of  the '  window  duties,  &c. 
The  clerk  took  the  oath  for  col- 
lectors or  officers  for  receipt  under 
the  Income  Tax  Act,  but  he  had 
not  been  recognised  in  any  other 
way  as.  a  public  officer,  and  his 
salary  was  paid,  and  he  was  ap- 
pointed, and  was  liable  to  be  dis- 
charged by  the  inspector.  Held^ 
that  he  was  not  disqualified  by  the 
Stat.  22  G.  3.  c.  41.  «.  1.  Cooper 
V.  Harris  (Clenishaw's  Case),  228 

DUPLICATE. 

See  Notice  of  Claim,  B.  (c). 
Notice  of  Objection,  C.  1.  3,  4. 

DWELLING-HOUSE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (6)  2. 


ELECTION  COMMITTEES, 
DECISIONS  OF. 

See  Practice,  F.  4. 


EQUITABLE  ESTATE. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  2,  3. 5 

EVIDENCE. 
See  Practice,  E.  3. 
Qualification,  B.  (/)  6. 
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LANDLORD. 


FACT,  QUESTION  OF. 

See  Notice  of  Objection,  A.  (c). 

Practice,  E.  1.  3. 
Qualification,  A.  (a)  12. 

FACTORY. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (hi)  4. 

FRAUD. 
See  Qualification,  A*  (a)  12. 

FREEHOLD  ESTATE. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a). 

FREEMEN. 
See  Qualification.  B.  (K)  (i). 

FREEMEN  AND  LIVERYMEN. 

See  Qualification.  B.  (J). 


GOVERNMENT  OFHCER. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (a)  1,  2; 

(/)2. 

GREENWICH  HOSPITAL. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (a)  2.  . 


HEARING  OF  CASE. 
See  Practice,  F. 

HOSPITAL. 
See  Qualification.  A.  (a)  3, 4, 5. ; 
B.  (a)  2. 

HOUSE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (jbi)  1, 2. 


INACCURATE  DESCRIPTION 
IN  RATE. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (y)  3,  *• 

INDORSEMENT  ON  CASE, 
SIGNATURE  OF. 

See  Practice,  A.  2, 3. 

INHABITANT  HOUSE- 
HOLDERS. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (k). 

INSURANCE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  {e)  2. 


JOINDER  OF  BUILDINGS. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (c). 

JOINDER  OF  PREMISES. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (c). 

JOINT  LESSEES. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (c). 

JOINT  OCCUPATION. 

See  List  of  Voters,  C.  (c). 
Qualification,  B,  (a)  3 ;  (y*) 
1.4. 


LANDLORD,  PAYMENT  OF 
RATES  BY. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (/)  %  3» 


LETTER  CARRIER. 
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LETTER  CARRIER. 

See  Disqualification  of  Elec- 
TORS9 1. 

LEASEHOLDS. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (b). 

LIST,  SPECIFICATION  OF,  IN 

NOTICE  OF  OBJECTION. 
See  Notice  op  Objection,  A.  (6). 

LIST  OF  VOTERS. 
Contents  of. 

A.  Generally. 

I.  The  place  of  abode  of  a  voter  is 
no  part  of  his  qualification.  (Per 
Matiie,  J.) ;   Luckett  v.  Knotolesy 

Page  451 

B.  In  Counties, 

1.  Where  a  county  voter  has  no 
fixed  place  of  abode,  the  second 
column  in  the  register,  headed 
*'  place  of  abode,"  may  be  lefl  blank. 

''Travelling  abroad"  is  a  suffix 
cient  description  in  the  second  co- 
lumn, when  the  party  has  no  fixed 
place  of  abode.    Walker  v.  Payne, 

324 

2.  The  situation  of  the  premises  in 
respect  of  which  a  party  claims  to 
vote  for  a  county,  is  sufficiently 
described  under  the  stat.  6  Vict  c. 
IS. ss,  4.  and  5.  (Schedule  (A), 
Nos.  2  and  S),  if  the  street  or  lane 
where  the  property  is  situate  be 
stated  (none  of  the  houses  therein 
being  numbered),  without  also  stat- 
ing the  name  of  the  occupying 
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tenant ;  but  if  the  houses  are 
numbered,  the  number  also  should 
be  given. 

If  the  premises  are  not  in  a  street 
or  lane,  or  other  like  place,  but  in 
a  road,  or  on  a  common,  or  the  like,  * 
the  name  of  the  property  should 
be  given,  if  known  by  any,  or  the 
name  of  the  occupying  tenant. 
Eckersley  v.  Barker ^  Page  190 
3.  It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
determination  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister, within  the  meaning  of  stat. 
6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  40.,  whether  the  . 
qualifying  property,  on  the  face 
of  the  old  register,  be  sufficiently 
described  for  the  purpose  of  iden- 
tifying it ;  and  the  Court  will  not 
review  his  decision.  Wood  v.  The 
Overseers  of  Willesdenf  314 

C.  In  Boroughs, 
(a)  Description  of  Qualification. 

''Part  of  a  house"  is  a  sufficient 
description  of  an  occupier's  quali- 
fication to  vote  for  a  city  or 
borough,  within  the  meaning  of 
2  Will.  4.  c,  45.  s.  27.  Judson  v. 
Luckett,  490 

(b)  Successive  Occupation, 

Where  a  party  has  occupied  different 
premises  in  immediate  succession 
during  the  twelve  calendar  months 
next  previous  to  the  last  day  of 
Julyy  they  ought  all  to  be  set 
forth  in  the  description  of  his 
qualification  in  the  list  of  voters. 
Bartlett  v.  Gibbs,  73 

(c)  Joint  Occupation. 
In  stating  the  nature  of  a  voter's 
qualification  in  a  city  or  borough, 

u  u 
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LIVERYMEN. 


NOTICE  OF  CLAIM. 


when  the  right  of  Todng  depends 
on  property,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  describe  the  property  which 
gives  the  qualification,  and  not  its 
incidents* 

Where,  therefore,  a  party  occu- 
pied a  house  and  shop  jointly  with 
another  person, — Held^  that  it  was 
not  necessary  to  state  the  fact  of 
the  joint  occupation  in  the  list  of 
voters,  and  that  the  words  '<  house 
and  shop"  were  a  sufficient  des- 
cription of  his*  qualification, 
Daniel  v.  Camplin,  Page  264> 
And  see  Notice  ov  Claim  B.(a)  1. 

D.  Amendments  in, 
1.  An  erroneous  statement  of  the 
place  of  abode  in  the  list  of  voters, 
may  be  corrected  by  the  revising 
barrister,  under  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18. 
s.  40.  Luckett  V.  Knovolesy  451 
2*  When  a  party  has  occupied  dif- 
ferent premises  in  immediate  suc- 
cession in  a  borough,  an  omission 
in  the  list  of  any  of  such  premises, 
amounts  to  a  mis-description  of 
his  qualification,  which  the  re- 
vising barrister  has  no  power  to 
amend.    Bartlett  v.  Gibbsy        73 

LIVERYMEN. 
See  Free  men  and  Liverymen. 

LODGER. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (a)  4, 5. 

LONDON. 
See  Notice  of  Objection,  A.  (^)  1. 

Qualification,  B.  (j). 


MIS-DESCRIPTION  OF  QUALI- 
nCATlON. 

See  List  of  Voters,  D.  2. 


MISNOMER- 
See  Notice  of  Claim,  A. 

Notice  of  Objection,  A.  (c); 

(e)l. 
Qualification,  B.  (J)  8, 4. 

MORTGAGE. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  2. 

MULTIPLYING  OF  VOICES. 

See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  8,  9, 
10,  11. 


NOTICE  OF  APPEAL. 

See  Practice,  B.  (a)  I,  2,  3;  (b) 
1,  2,  3. 

NOTICE  OF  CLAIM. 
A.  In  Counties. 

Address  and  Service  of. 

The  parish  of  S/.  M.  was  divided  into 
four  districts,  popularly,  but  im- 
properly, called  townships;  one 
of  the  four  overseers  appointed 
for  the  parish  at  large  undertaking, 
together  with  the  assistant  over- 
seer, the  exclusive  management  of 
one  of  these  so-called  townships. 
Each  of  such  overseers  respec- 
tively published  a  separate  notice, 
requiring  persons  entitled  to  vote 
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in  respect  of  property  situate 
within  his  so-called  township,  to 
send  in  their  claims  to  him  and 
the  assistant  overseer.  Heldy  that 
a  notice  of  claim  directed  to  and 
served  upon  **  the  overseers  of  the 
township  of  S."  was  sufficient ; 
service  upon  one  overseer  of  St*  M. 
being  service  upon  all|  and  the 
description  being  one  which  must 
have  been  '^commonly  under- 
stood "  to  apply  to  the  overseers 
of  the  parish  in  which  such  so- 
called  township  was  situate. 
Elliott  V.  The  Overseers  of  St.  Mary 
Within,  Page  575 

B.  In  Boroughs, 
(a)  Form  of. 

(  Successive  Occupation.) 
1.  Where  the  qualification  of  a  claim- 
ant to  vote  for  a  borough,  consists 
of  two  houses  occupied  in  imme- 
diate succession,  the  number  of 
each  house,  if  numbered,  should  be 
stated  in  the  notice  of  claim,  and 
in  the  list  of  claimants. 

Therefore,  where  a  claimant,  so 
qualified,  had  only  inserted  in  his 
notice  of  claim  the  number  of  the 
house  secondly  occupied,  and  the 
barrister  decided  that  the  omission 

of  the  number  of  the  first  house 
in  the  list  of  claimants  disentitled 
the  party  to  be  inserted  in  the  list 
of  voters,  Heldy  that  the  decision 
was  right. 

Semblcy  per  Erie  J.,  that  if  the 
number  had  been  supplied  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  barrister,  he 
ought  to  have  inserted  it  in  the 
list.     Flounders  v,  Donner,      365 


2.  Aparty  whose  qualification  to  vote 
for  a  borough  was  founded  on  the 
occupation  of  two  houses  in  im- 
mediate successidn,  described  in 
his  notice  of  claim,  under  the 
third  column,  the  nature  of  his 
qualification  as  **  house,''  pointing 
out  in  the  fourth  column  the  situ- 
ation of  the  two  houses  in  ques- 
tion :  Heldf  that  such  description 
of  his  qualification  was  sufficient, 
under  stat.  6.  Vict*  c.  18.  s.  15., 
Schedule  ( B.)  Form  No.  6,  as  the 
third  column  was  intended  to 
point  out  the  general  nature  of  the 
qualification,  and  the  fourth  to 
give  a  more  particular  description 
of  it. 

Held,  also,  per  ColtmanJ.,  that 
at  all  events  the  revising  barrister 
was  empowered,  under  Stat.  6.  Vict, 
c.  18.  s.40'9  to  amend  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  third  column,  by  insert- 
ing therein  <'  houses  occupied  in 
immediate  succession."  Hitchins 
V.  Broton,  Page  828 

(b)  Service  of. 

If  the  20th  July  falls  on  a 
Sunday,  service  on  that  day  of  a 
notice  of  claim  upon  an  overseer  is 
sufficient,  under  stat  6  Vict.  c.  18. 
s.  4u  Rawlins  y,ihe  Overseers  of 
West  Derby,  373 

(c)  Transmission  of,  by  post. 

The  production  of  a  stamped 
duplicate  notice  of  claim,  is  con- 
clusive to  show  that  the  original 
notice  of  claim  was  delivered  to 
the  overseers  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  post,  within  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c. 
u  u  2 
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NOTICE  OF  OBJECTION. 


18.  ss.    100,  101.     Baj/lej/  v.  the 
Overseers  of  Nanttoich,    Page  363 

NOTICE  OF  OBJECTION. 
A.  Form  of. 

(a)  Date. 

A  notice  of  objection  given  to 
the  overseers,  or  to  the  party  ob- 
jected to,  pursuant  to  stat  6.  Vict, 
c.  IS.  s,  17,  must  state  the  year  of 
our  Lord  in  the  dating  thereof,  or 
it  will  be  insufficient.  Beerden  v. 
Hacking  526 

(h)  Specification  of  List f  to  inhich 
Objection  refers. 

1.  The  note  at  the  foot  of  the  form 
No.  10.  Schedule  (B.),  annexed  to 
6  Vict.  c.  18.,  applies  only  to  cities 

.  or  boroughs  where  the  overseers 
are  required  to  make  out  two  lists 
of  voters  ;  and  the  note  does  not 
apply  at  all  to  form  No.  1 1. 

Therefore  in  London^  where  the 
overseers  only  make  out  the  list 
of  householders  in  their  own  parish, 
a  notice  of  objection  to  the  over- 
seers need  not  specify  the  list  to 
which  the  objection  refers ;  nor 
need  the  notice  given  to  the  party 
objected  to.  Wansey  v.  Perkins 
(Quigley's  Case),  235 

2.  In  cities  or  boroughs  where  over- 
seers are  required  to  make  out  two 
lists  of  voters,  a  notice  of  objection 
to  the  overseers  must  specify  the 
particular  list  to  which  the  objec 
tion  refers,  even  when  the  name 
of  the  party  objected  to  appears  in 
one  list  only.     Barton  v.  Ashley% 

307 


3.  In  the  borough  of  Taunton  the 
overseers  make  out  two  lists,  one 
of  parties  entitled  to  vote  under 
Stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27.,  the  other 
of  potwallers. 

A  notice  of  objection  was  in  the 
following  form :  —  "I  object  to 
your  name  being  retained  on  the 
list  of  persons  entitled  to  vote  as 
householders  in  the  election,**  &c. 
Hddi  that  the  notice  was  suffi- 
cient,  although  the  words,  '<  as 
householders,"  are  not  in  the  form 
No.  11.  Schedule  (B.)  in  stat.  6  Vict. 
c.  18.,  it  not  appearing  that  the 
party  objected  to  had  been  misled 
by  the  insertion  of  those  words. 
Allen  V.  House,  Page  255 

(c)  Name  of  Objector. 

A  notice  of  objection  was  signed 
'^  William  Nicholas^  on  the  list  of 
voters  for  the  parish  of  Madeley.'* 
The  name  of  fVilliam  Nichclas 
appeared  on  the  Madeley  list  of 
claimants^  but  in  the  list  of 
voters  for  that  parish  it  stood 
Ihu^i— ''William  Nickless."*  Held, 
that  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice 
was  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  of 
law,  the  real  question  being,  whe- 
ther the  name  was  so  stated  in  the 
list  of  voters  as  to  be  commonly 
understood,  pursuant  to  stat.  6 
Vict.  c.  18.  s.  101.  Hinion  v. 
Hinton,  259 

(d)  Place  of  abode  of  Objector. 
In  Counties. 

1.  A  notice  of  objection  was  signed 
"  John  Gadsbi/y  of  Poplar  Grove, 
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Didsburyy  on  the  register  of  voters 
for  the  township  of  Manchester,^* 
In  the  register,  his  place  of  abode 
was  also  stated  to  be  ^*  Poplar 
Grovey  Didsbury**  Held,  Jirst^  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  form 
prescribed  by  stat.  6  Vict,  c.  18.  s, 
7.,  without  stating  the  name  of  the 
parish  to  which  the  township  of 
Manchester  belonged. 

Secondly t  that  the  description 
in  the  notice  of  the  objector's 
place  of  abode,  did  not  require  the 
addition  of  any  county  or  large 
town,  in  or  near  which  Didsbury 
was  situate^  Didsbury  being  itself 
a  township. 

Thirdly^  that  the  objector  was 
right  in  describing  his  place  of 
abode  as  it  appeared  on  the  regis- 
ter of  voters.  Gadsby  v.  fVar~ 
burton^  Page  136 

2.  In  a  notice  of  objection  to  a 
county  voter,  the  objector  de- 
scribed himself  as  *'o£ «  The  Oaks,* 
on  the  register  of  voters  for  the 
parish  of  St.  WooUos**  His  name 
was  on  the  list  of  voters  for  that 
parish,  and  in  the  fourth  column, 
the  description  given  of  his  quali- 
fying property  was  "  The  Oaks** 
Heldy  that  such  notice  of  objec- 
tion and  list  of  voters  could  not  be 
coupled  together  for  the  purpose 
of  furnishing  a  correct  description 
of  the  objector's  place  of  abode, 
which  must  be  collected  from  the 
notice  itself;  and/ consequently, 
the  description  of  the  place  of 
abode  in  the  notice  being  too  ge- 
neral, that  the  notice  was  insuffi- 
cient.    WooUet  v.  Davisy         607 


In  Boroughs, 

3.  A  notice  of  objection  was  signed 
by  the  objector,  with  the  addition 
of  the  true  place  of  his  abode,  as 
it  was  at  the  time  of  serving  the 
notice,  this  place  of  abode  being 
different  from  that  which  appeared 
against  his  name  upon  the  list  of 
voters  —  Held,  per  Tindal  C.  Jm 
CoUman  J.  and  Erie  J.,  that  the 
form  of  the  notice  was  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  stat.  6  Vict, 
c.  18.  s,  17.  Schedule  (B.),  Nos.  10, 
11.;  MauleJ.  dissentiente.  Knotoles 
V.  Brooking,  Page  461 

4.  New  Sarum  comprises  part  of  the 
parish  of  Fisherton  Anger,  in 
which  parish  is  Fisherton  Street.^ 

A  party  whose  name  was  on  the 
list  of  voters  for  that  parish,  his 
place  of  abode  being  there  de- 
scribed as  Fisherton  Street,  served 
a  notice  of  objection  in  which  he 
described  himself  as  ''  of  the  parish 
of  F.  A.  in  the  said  borough,  on 
the  list  of  voters  for  the  said  pa- 
rish cf  F.  A.'*  No  other  person  of 
the  same  name  was  on  the  list  for 
that  parish.  Held,  that  the  notice 
was  sufficient.     fViUs  v.  Adey, 

481 

5.  A  notice  of  objection  truly  de- 
scribed the  objector's  place  of 
abode  as  "  No.  398,  High  Street, 
Cheltenham"  the  description  of 
it  in  the  register  of  voters  being 
*'  Cheltenham  **  only.  Held,  that 
the  notice  was  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  the  form  prescribed 
by  6  Vict,  c.  18.  s.  7.  Pruen  v. 
Cox,  304 

u  u  S 
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(e)  Description  of  the  Objector. 

1.  In  the  borough  of  Lancaster  the 
register  is  composed  of  four  sepa- 
rate lists  of  names,  comprising 
one  list  for  each  of  the  three 
townships  into  which  the  borough 
is  divided,  made  out  by  the  re- 
spective overseers,  and  a  list  of 
freemen  made  out  by  the  town- 
clerk. 

A  notice  of  objection,  describing 
the  objector,  who  was  on  the  list 
of  freemen,  as  being  **  on  the  list 
of  voters  for  the  borough  of  Lan* 
caster^  was  held  insufficient,  under 
Stat  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  17-  Schedule 
(B.),  No.  11.  //e?fl^,  also,  that  the 
defect  in  the  notice  was  not  an 
*<  inaccurate  description,**  and 
therefore  was  not  cured  by  the 
101st  section.  Edstoorth  v.  Far- 
rer^  Page  517 

2.  A  notice  of  objection  signed  by 
IV.  T.y  describing  himself  to  be 
*'  on  the  list  of  voters  for  the  pa- 
rish of  Clijiony*  where  his  name 
did  not  appear,  being  only  on  the 
alphabetical  list  of  the  freemen  of 
the  city  of  Brisioly  in  which  he 
was  stated  to  be  ''  of  the  parish  of 
Clijlon  :"  Heldy  insufficient.  Tud- 
ball  V.  Toton-^lerk  of  Bristol^       7 

And  see  supra,  (c). 

(y)  Signature  of  Objector. 

A  notice   of  objection  under  stat. 
6  Vict*  c.  18.  s.  17.)  must  be  signed 
by  the  hand  of  the  person  object- 
ing. 
So  also  must  be  the  stamped 


duplicate,  when  the  notice  is  sent 
by  post,  under  section  100. 

B.  Service  of. 

1.  Service  of  a  notice  of  objection 
upon  one  of  the  overseers  is  good 
service  upon  all,  although  the 
overseer  served  be  not  one  of 
those  who  signed  Ihe  list  of  voters 
for  the  parish.  Beenlen  v.  Hockin, 

Page  526 

2.  An  objector  who  selects  the  mode 
of  service  prescribed  by  stat. 
6  Vict.  c.  18.  s,  17.,  by  causing  his 
notice  to  be  lefb  at  the  place  of 
abode  of  the  person  objected  to, 
as  stated  in  the  list  qfvoterSf  must 
take  care  to  serve  it  at  his  actual 
place  of  residence. 

The  place  of  abode  of  a  voter 
for  a  borough,  was  described  in 
the  list  made  out  by  the  overseers 
as  <•  Lower  Mitton,^  and  his  qua- 
lifying property  to  be  an  "  office 
and  wharf*  in  <«  Lichfield  Street," 
which  was  situate  in  Lower  Mit' 
ton.  His  true  place  of  abode  was 
not  in  Lower  Mitton^  but  at  Har- 
tleburyy  though  he  had  formerly 
resided  in  Lower  Mitton,  but  never 
in  that  part  of  it  called  Lichfield 
Street.  A  notice  of  objection, 
addressed  to  the  voter  at  Lower 
Mitton,  was  left  at  the  wharf  in 
Lichfield  Street.  Held,  that  the 
service  was  insufficient.  Allen  v. 
Greensill,  592 

C.  Transmission  by  post. 

1.  The  production  of  a  stamped  du- 
plicate notice  of  objection,  under 
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Btat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  ss.  ?•  100.,  is 
conclusive  evidence  that  the  ori- 
ginal notice  reached  the  party  ob- 
jected to  on  the  day  on  which  it 
would  have  been  delivered  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  post. 

So  also,  with  respect  to  a  notice 
of  objection  sent  by  post  to  the 
overseers,  pursuant  to  s.  101. 
Bishop  V.  Helpst  Page  353 

2.  A  notice  of  objection  sent  by 
.    post,  is  not  void  because  deli- 
vered, in  the  ordinary  course  of 
post,   on   a  Sunday.     Colville  v. 
The  Toton-Clerk  of  Rochester^ 

38a  note  (a) 

3.  A  notice  of  objection,  delivered 
open  and  in  duplicate,  to  a  post- 
master's managing  clerk,  is  suffi. 
cient  within  the  stat.  6  Vict.  c.  100. 
Allan  V.  Waterhouse,  92 

4.  The  production  by  the  objector 
himself  of  a  stadped  duplicate 
notice  of  objection,  is  sufficient, 
under  the  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  100., 
though  the  notice  was  posted  by 
an  agent.   Cuming  v.  Toms,      151 

NUMBER  OF  HOUSE. 

See  List  of  Voters,  B.  2. 
Notice  ov  Claim,  B.  (a)  1. 


OCCUPYING  TENANTS,  IN 
COUNTIES. 

See  Qualification,  A.  (c). 


OBJECTION  AND  OBJECTORS. 
See  Notice  of  Objection. 

OCCUPATION  "  AS  OWNER 
OR  TENANT." 

See  Qualification.  B.  (a)  1, 2, 3. 6. 


PAPER  BOOKS,  DELIVERY 

OF. 

See  Practice,  C. 

"  PART  OF  A  HOUSE." 
See  List  of  Voters,  C.  (a). 

PARTNERSHIP  SHARES. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  2. 

PAYMENT  OF  RATES. 
See  Rates. 

PLACE  OF  ABODE. 
See  List  of  Voters,  A.  1 ;  B.  I ; 
D.  1. 
Notice  of  Objection,    A. 
(d). 

POST,  TRANSMISSION  OF  NO- 
TICES  BY. 

See  Notice  of  Claim,  B.  (c). 
Notice  of  Objection,  C. 

POSTMASTER. 
See  Notice  of  Objection,  C.  3. 

POTWALLERS. 
•See  Notice  of  Objection,  A. 
(b)S. 
Qualification,  B.  (k)  1. 

u  u  4 
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PRACTICE, 

A.  Signature  of  Case* 

1.  The  Court  refused  to  allow  an 
appeal  against  the  decision  of  a 
revising  barrister  to  be  entered, 
where  the  barrister,  afler  consent- 
ing to  grant  a  case,  and  expressing 
his  approval  of  the  points  raised 
in  a  statement  of  facts,  returned 
the  statement  to  the  parties  to 
draw  up  in  another  form,  and  died 
without  signing  the  case  as  altered 
in  accordance  therewith.  Nettle- 
ton  V.  Burrellf  Page  157 

2«  The  statement  of  facts  signed  by 
the  revising  barrister,  should  also 
be  signed  by  him  on  the  back 
thereof,  whether  the  appeal  be 
consolidated  or  not;  but  where 
the  barrister  had  omitted  to  sign 
the  indorsement,  and  the  appel- 
lant had  used  due  diligence  to 
procure  his  signature  thereto,  the 
Court  allowed  an  appeal  to  be 
entered,  nunc  pro  tunc$  on  the 
fifth  day  of  term,  reserving  the 
right  of  the  respondent  to  object 
to  the  entry  on  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal.     Pring  v.  Estcourt,     505 

3.  The  revising  barrister  must  sign 
in  open  Court  the  indorsement  on 
the  statement  of  facts  required  by 
Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  42;  and  in 
the  absence  of  such  signature,  the 
Master  has  no  authority  to  enter 
the  appeal,  nor  the  Court  juris- 
diction to  hear  it. 

The  provisions  of  the  42nd  sec- 
tion, which   relate  to  single  ap- 


peals, are  made  applicable  by  the 
45th  section,  to  consolidated  ap- 
peals.    Wanklyn  v.  WooU^^ 

Page  597 

B.  Notice  of  Intention  to  prosecute 

Appeal. 

(a)  To  the  Master. 

1.  The  62nd  section  of  the  sUt 
6  Vict.  c.  18.  requires  that  the 
appellant  shall,  within  the  first 
four  days  of  Michaelmas  term, 
transmit  to  the  Masters  of  the 
Court  the  statement  in  writing, 
signed  by  the  revising  barris- 
ter; and  therewith  also  give  or 
send  a  notice  signed  by  him, 
stating  his  intention  to  prosecute 
the  appeal;  and  by  s.  64.  it  is 
provided,  that  no  appeal  shall  be 
entertained,  unless  snch  notice 
shall  have  been  given. 

Where,  therefore,  such  notice 
had  not  been  given  within  the 
first  four  days  of  the  term —  HeU 
that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  order  the  Master  to  enter  the 
appeal.     Autey  v.  Topham^         1 

2.  The  Court  will  not  permit  an  ap- 
peal to  be  entered,  unless  a  notice 
be  delivered  to  the  Master,  signed 
by  the  appellant,  within  the  first 
four  days  of  Michaelmas  term; 
even  where  the  application  for  an 
enlargement  of  the  time  for  giving 
the  notice  is  made  within  the  first 
four  days  of  the  term,  and  an  af- 
fidavit by  the  appellant's  agent 
shows  that  it  was  not  practiad)le 
to  give  the  notice  within  the  pe- 
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riod  l%quired  by  the  act.  Simpson 
V.  Wilkinson,  Page  5 

S.  The  Court  refused  to  allow  an 
appeal  to  be  entered  nunc  pro 
tunc,  where  the  appellant's  attor- 
ney in  the  country  had  omitted  to 
obtain  his  client's  signature  to  the 
notice,  to  prosecute  the  appeal  till 
the  third  day  of  Michaelmas  term, 
and  the  notice  consequently  did 
not  reach  London  on  the  fourth 
day  of  term  before  the  Master's 
office  was  closed.  Petheridge  v. 
Ash,  607 

(b)  To  Respondent. 

1.  The  day  appointed  for  hearing 
registration  appeals,  is  the  Jirst 
day  appointed  for  that  purpose 
by  the  Court,  within  the  meaning 
of  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  64.,  which 
requires  ten  days'  notice  at  least 
to  be  given  to  the  respondent,  of 
the  appellant's  intention  to  prose- 
cute the  appeal. 

Where,  therefore,  the  decision 
of  the  revising  barrister  was  given 
on  the  16th  October ^  and  the  first 
day  appointed  for  hearing  appeals 
was  the  12th  November ^  and  no- 
tice was  given  on  the  2nd  No' 
vember  to  the  respondent  of  the 
intention  to  prosecute ;  —  Held 
(the  respondent  not  appearing), 
that  the  appeal  could  not  be 
heard,  and  that  the  Court  could 
not  postpone  the  hearing,  on  the 
ground  that  there  had  not  been 
reasonable  time  to  give  such  no- 
tice. Norton  v.  The  Toum  Clerk 
of  Salisbury,  538 


2.  A  waiver  by  the  respondent  of 
notice  of  the  appellant's  intention 
to  prosecute  the  appeal,  pursuant 
to  Stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  *.  64.,  will 
not  dispense  with  the  necessity  of 
proving  such  notice  to  have  been 
given,  before  the  appeal  can  be 
heard.  Newton  v.  The  Overseers 
of  Mobberley,  Page  335 

3.  Nor  does  an  application  on  the 
behalf  of  the  respondent  for  leave 
to  deliver  paper  books,  dispense 
with  proof  of  notice  of  the  appel- 
lant's intention  to  prosecute  the 
appeal.     Graver  v.  Bontems,   544 

C.  Paper  Books. 

1.  Tlie  delivery  of  paper  books  is  a 
naatter  quite  within  the  discretion 
of  the  Court,  and  when  they  had 
not  been  delivered  to  the  judges' 
clerks  four  clear  days  before  the 
first  day  appointed  for  liearing 
the  appeals,  the  Court  permitted 
their  delivery  nunc  jdtq  nunc,  there 
appearing  to  be  sufficient  time  to 
enable  the  judges  to  peruse  them. 
Elliott  V.  The  Overseers  qfSt.Mary 
Within,  508 

2*  The  Court  allowed  paper  books 
to  be  delivered  to  the  Judges  nunc 
pro  nunc,  when  notice  had  been 
given  late  in  the  afternoon  of  the 
7th  November,  that  the  Court 
would  proceed  to  hear  registration 
appeals  on  the  13th  November, 
and  the  paper  books  had  been 
actually  tendered  to  the  Judges' 
clerks  on  the  10th  November* 
Croucher  v.  Brotone,  303 

3.  The  appellant  ought  to  deliver 
paper  books  to  the  Chief  Justice 
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and  the  senior  puisne  Judge,  and 
the  respondent  to  the  two  junior 
puisne  Judges  of  the  Court.  Allan 
V.  JValerhouse,    Page  93,  note  (a) 

D.  Appearance  of  Parties. 

1.  Where  the  respondent  does  not 
appear,  the  Court  will  not  give 
judgment  for  the  appellant  with- 
out the  production  of  an  affidavit, 
stating  that  ten  days'  notice  has 
been  given  to  the  respondent  of 
the  appellant's  intention  to  pro- 
secute the  appeal.  Colville  v.  The 
Town  Clerk  of  Rochester y 

380,  note  (a) 

2.  When  the  respondent  does  not 
appear,  although  he  has  received 
due  notice  of  the  appellant's  in- 
tention to  prosecute  the  appeal, 
the  Court  will,  nevertheless,  re- 
quire the  appellant's  case  to  be 
argued  before  they  give  judgment. 
Cooper  V.  Harris  (Austin's  case), 

207 

3.  The  fact  of  counsel  having  been 
•    instructed  to  appear  for  the  re- 
spondent, does  not  amount  to  an 
appearance  by  him.      Grover  v. 
BontemSf  544 

4*  Where  a  respondent  appears,  he 
cannot  object  to  the  form  of  the 
notice  of  intention  to  prosecute 
the  appeal,  given  under  s.  62. 
Rawlins  v.  The  Overseers  of  West 
Derby,  873 

5.  Where  the  appellant  does  not 
appear,  and  the  respondent  does» 
the  decision  of  the  revising  bar- 
rister will  be  affirmed  with  costs. 
Bage  V.  Perkins,  255 


£•  Remitting  Case  to  Retnsing 
Barrister. 

1.  The  Court  has  no  power  to  remit 
to  the  revising  barrister  the  case 
drawn  up  by  him,  because  he  has 
omitted  a  fact  deemed  material 
by  one  of  the  parties,  -but  con- 
sidered immaterial  by  the  bar- 
rister ;  his  finding  upon  the  facts 
being  conclusive.  Hinton  v.  The 
Town  Clerk  of  fVenlock,  Page  123 

2.  When  the  revising  barrister  has 
found,  in  a  consolidated  appeal, 
that  all  the  cases  depend  upon  the 
same  point  of  law,  the  Court  will 
not  remit  the  case  to  him,  in  order 
that  he  may  state  the  qualiScations 
of  the  parties  whose  appeals  are 
consolidated  with  the  principal 
case.     Hitchins  v.  Brown,      328 

3.  If  the  case  state  evidence,  instead 
of  facts,  it  will  be  remitted.  Pitts 
V.  Smedley.  196,  note  (a) 

4f.  The  case  can  only  be  remitted  to 
the  barrister  when,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Court,  the  statement  of  the 
matter  of  the  appeal  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  enable  them  to  give  judg- 
ment in  law.  Hinton  v.  The  Town 
Clerk  of  Wenlock,  123 

F.  Hearing  of  Case. 

1.  Alterations  cannot  be  made  in  the 
case  by  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
fVhithomv.  Thomas,  126,  note  (a). 

2.  In  arguing  the  appeal,  the  ap- 
pellant begins.  Webb  v.  the  Over* 
seers  of  Birmingham,  6 

3.  Only  one  counsel  on  each  side 
can  be  heard.  Gadsby  v.  War- 
burton,  136 
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4>.  The  Court  will  not  receive  as 
authorities,  decisions  of  election 
committees  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons.    Whithorn  v.  Thomas^ 

Page  125 

5.  No  objection  can  be  argued  upon 
the  hearing  of  an  appeal,  which  is 
not  raised  by  the  case  stated  by 
the  revising  barrister.  Simpson 
V.  Wilkinson f  168 ;  Nunn  v.  Den* 
ton^  178 

G.  Costs, 

Where  one  side  only  is  heard, 
the  party  succeeding  will  be  enti- 
tled to  costs.  Allen  v.  Houses  255 

But  this  is  not  an  invariable 
rule.  Walker  v.  Payne,  324'; 
Gale  V.  Chuhb,  550 

The  Court  refused  costs,  though 
one  side  only  had  been  heard^ 
when  the  question  was  entirely  a 
ro  at ter  of  /atv.  Croucher  v.  Br&wne, 

388 
See  also  suprh,  D.  5. 

PRESUMPTION  OF  FEE 
ARISING  FROM  POSSESSION. 

See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  1. 


QUALIFICATION. 

(a)  Freehold  Estate. 

A.  In  Counties* 

(^Presumption  Jrom  Possession.) 
1.  A.  was  owner,  with  others,  of 
tenements  within  the  township, 
,  and  the  limits  of  the  ancient  bo- 
rough of  KendaL  The  tenements 
were  held  by  burgage  tenure,  and 


by  the  costom  of  the  borough 
were  conveyed  by  deed,  without 
livery  of  seisin  or  inrolment ;  and 
when  they  were  the  wife's  pro- 
perty, without  any  separate  ex- 
amination of  the  wife.  The  cus- 
toms relating  to  the  right  of  fe- 
males to  inherit,  and  to  dower, 
were  different  from  those  prevail- 
ing at  common  law.  No  sur- 
render or  admittance  was  required, 
nor  was  any  fine  paid,  upon  de^ 
scent  or  alienation.  There  was  a 
tradition,  but  no  record,  of  Courts 
Baron,  or  Customary  Courts,  hav- 
ing been  formerly  held  within  the 
township ;  but  tlie  tenements  were 
held  subject  only  to  the  payment 
of  fixed  annual  rents  (some  of 
which  were  payable  to  the  lords 
of  the  manor,  and  others  to  private 
individuals),  and  no  other  service 
had  been  performed  in  respect  of 
them.  The  owners  of  ^e  teiie« 
ments  had  voted  for  knights  of 
the  shire  at  four  elections,  as  free- 
holders. Held,  that  as  A** interest 
in  the  tenements  exceeded  the 
annual  value  of  forty  shiUingSf 
and  there  was  nothing  to  show 
that  the  freehold  was  in  any  body 
else,  it  must  be  presumed  that  his 
estate  was  of  freehold  tenure,  and 
therefore,  that  he  was  entitled  to 
vote  for  the  county*  Busker  ▼• 
Thompson,  Page  551 

{Partnership  Shares.) 

2.  Land  was  bought,  and  a  fulling- 
mill  erected  thereon,  and  fitted  up 
with  machinery,  out  of  monies  con- 
tributed by  a  large  number  of  per- 


628 


QUALinCATION. 


Bons.  By  a  general  partnership 
deed,  the  land  was  conveyed  to 
trustees  'and  their  heirs,  and  was 
vested  in  them  for  the  purpose  of 
the  conduct  and  management  of 
the  trade  carried  on  by  the  sub- 
scribers. 

The  concerns  of  the  company 
were  managed  by  a  committee  ap- 
pointed by  the  shareholders,  and 
the  committee  were  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  mill  and  premises, 
and  employed  servants  to  work  it. 

The  partnership  deed  declared, 
that  the  lands,  mill,  &c.  should  be 
deemed  and  considered  as  or  in 
the  nature  of  personal  estate,  and 
not  real  estate,  and  should  be  held 
in  trust  for  the  parties  thereto,  as 
part  of  their  partnership  stock  in 
trade.  It  also  provided  that  the 
land,  &c,  should  be  liable  to  the 
claims  for  indemnity,  &c.  of  the 
committee  and  trustees. 

Heldj  that  as  there  was  no  trust 
which  was  absolutely  incompatible 
with  the  existence  of  a  present 
equitable  freehold  interest  in  the 
premises  in  the  several  share- 
holders, such  equitable  interest 
might  be  considered  as  vested  in 
them,  and  the  value  of  their  shares 
being  sufficient,  conferred  a  vote 
on  each  of  them. 

The  trustees  had,  under  the 
powers  given  by  the  deed,  bor- 
rowed money  for  the  purposes  of 
the  mill,  for  which  they  had  given 
bonds  and  notes  in  their  own  names. 
Held,  that  the  money  so  borrowed 
had  not  the  effect  of  a  mortgage 


on  the  shares.      Baxter  v*  New- 
many  Page  287 

(Charities,) 

3.  By  stat4  35  Eliz.  c  7.,  it  was  enac- 
ted, that  for  the  space  of  twenty 
years  next  ensuing,  persons  might 
make  feoffments  to  the  use  of  the 
poor,  and  for  the  provision  or 
maintenance  of  houses  of  correc- 
tion, or  abiding-houses*  of  lands 
and  tenements,  in  the  same  man- 
ner  as  might  have  been  done  un- 
der a  former  statute,  18  JEliz.  c. 
20.  The  sUt.  39  Eliz.  c.  5..  after 
referring  to  the  stat.  35  Eliz.  c.  7^ 
recited,  that  no  hospital,  house  of 
correction,  or  abiding-place,  could 
be  incorporated  but  by  the  Crown, 
or  under  license  from  the  Crown 
by  letters  patent;  and  enacted,  that 
hospitals  might  be  founded,  by 
deed  inrolled  in  Chancery,  and 
that  such  hospitals  should  be  in- 
corporated and  have  perpetual 
succession. 

A  freehold  building,  called 
Burghley  Hospital^  was  divided 
into  several  rooms,  each  of  the 
annual  value  of  4/.  Each  room 
was  separately  inhabited  by  a 
bedesman,  appointed  under  certain 
ordinances  purporting  to  have 
been  made  a.  d.  1597  (before  the 
Stat.  39  Eliz.  c,  5.),  but  of  which 
only  a  printed  copy  existed.  No 
deed,  or  charter,  or  letters  patent 
relating  to  the  hospital,  could  be 
found ;  neither  was  there  any  com- 
mon seal,  nor  any  inrolment  under 
the  Stat.  39  Eliz.  c.  5.    The  ordi- 


QUALIFICATION. 


629 


nances  referred  to  certain  feoffees 
and  their  heirs,  but  none  were 
known  to  exist.  No  person  ad- 
mitted as  a  bedesman  had  ever 
been  known  to  be  removed  during 
his  h'fe,  but  a  power  of  amotion 
was  contained  in  the  ordinances 
(by  which  the  hospital  was  go- 
verned) for  certain  infirmities  and 
vices  specified  therein.  Heldy  that 
a  legal  foundation  for  the  hospital 
might  be  presumed,  not  necessa- 
rily investing  the  bedesmen  with 
a  corporate  character,  and  that 
they  were  entitled  to  a  separate 
equitable  estate  of  freehold  in 
their  respective  rooms.  Simpson 
V.  Wilkinson,  Page  168 

4.  By  letters  patent,  dated  38  Eliz., 
the  governors  of  Jesus  Hospital, 
Rothwcll,  were  incorporated  and 
empowered  to  appoint  and  amove 
a  principal  and  twenty-four  poor 
men,  so  oflen  as  it  should  seem  to 
be  convenient  to  them,  or  the 
greater  number  of  them.  The 
letters  patent  also  empowered  the 
governors  to  make  bye-laws  where- 
by it  was  ordained,  that  for  cer- 
tain offences  therein  described,  or 
other  lawful  and  reasonable  cause, 
the  principal  and  inmates  might 
be  removed.  No  principal  or  in- 
mate had  been  expelled  the  hos- 
pital. The  governors  received  the 
rents  of  the  hospital  estates,  and 
paid  them  to  the  principal  and  poor 
men.  The  principal  was  provided 
with  a  house  and  garden,  and  each 
inmate  with  a  room  and  piece  of 
ground  within  the  hospital,  of  a 
value  exceeding  40f.  per  annum. 


Heldy  that  the  appointments  of  the 
principal  and  inmates  under  the 
charter,  did  not  confer  upon  them 
any  freehold  interest  entitling 
them  to  a  vote  for  the  county,  but 
merely  an  estate  during  the  plea- 
sure of  the  governors.  Davis  v. 
Waddington,  Page  159 

5.  In  1680,  the  Duke  of  Norfolk 
conveyed  lands  and  tenements, 
partly  situate  in  Yorkshire^  and 
partly  in  Nottinghamshire^  to  trus- 
tees, for  maintaining  Shrewsbury 
Hospital,  Sheffield,  and  paying  the 
inmates  according  to  certain  con- 
stitutions. The  constitutions  or- 
dained (inter  alia),  that  there 
should  be  one  governor  and  twenty 
poor  persons  in  the  hospital ;  that 
the  rents  of  the  said  lands,  &c. 
should  be  paid  into  the  treasury 
of  the  hospital ;  that  each  inmate 
should  receive  out  of  the  monies 
so  paid  in,  2s.  6d.  a  week,  and  an 
allowance  of  coals  and  clothing ; 
and  that  whenever  the  monies  in 
the  treasury  exceeded  100/.,  the 
surplus  should  be  equally  distri- 
buted among  the  pensioners. 

By  a  subsequent  private  act  of 
parliament,  it  was  enacted  that, 
instead  of  the  surplus  revenues  be- 
ing thus  distributed,  additional 
pensioners  should  be  chosen,  and 
the  trustees  were  directed  from 
time  to  time  to  add  as  many  more 
pensioners  as  the  revenues  of  the 
hospital  would  allow,  and  also  to 
pay  to  the  pensioners,  according 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  casCf 
and  the  exigencies  of  the  times^ 
such  fixed  stipends  as  they  should 
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think  fit,  and  alter  such  stipends 
as  they  should  find  requisite,  so 
that  the  stipends  should  at  no 
time  be  reduced  below  3s.  6d,  a 
week  in  money. 

The  present  number  of  inmates 
is  the  same  as  the  number  re- 
quired by  the  original  consti- 
tutions of  the  hospital.  The  re- 
venues of  the  hospital  arise 
entirely  from  real  property,  and 
the  trustees  have  no  beneficial 
interest  in  any  part  of  it.  Each 
inmate  receives  a  fixed  stipend  of 
lOs.  a  week.  Held^  that  as  the 
trustees  might  at  any  time  increase 
the  number  of  pensioners,  and  re- 
duce the  sum  paid  to  the  present 
inmates  to  Ss*6d.  a  week,  the  in- 
mates had  no  equitable  estate  in 
Nottinghamshire^  of  a  sufficient 
value  to  confer  the  franchise. 

SemblCf  per  Erie  J.,  that  the  in- 
mates had  no  equitable  estate  in 
land,  but  only  an  interest  in  a  sum 
of  money. 

Semblef  that  the  interest  of  the 
inmates  in  the  rents  received  from 
the  estates  in  the  two  counties  was 
apportionable.     Ashmore  v.  Lees, 

Page  337 

(^Rent-charge.) 

6.  Actual  possession  of  a  rent- 
charge,  within  the  meaning  of 
Stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  26.,  is  the 
actual  manual  receipt  of  the  rent 
itself,  or  some  part  of  it,  or  of 
something  in  lieu  of  it. 

Therefore,  where  a  rent-charge 
was  created  by  deed,  dated  Ja- 


nuary^  1845,  whereby  the  first 
payment  was  to  become  due  on 
the  Ist  January^  1846  —  Held^ 
that  the  grantee  was  not  entitled 
to  be  registered,  as  having  been 
in  the  actual  possession  thereof 
for  six  calendar  months  previous 
to  the  last  day  of  July^  pursuant 
to  that  statute.  Murray  v. 
Thomiley,  Page  496 

7«  A  rent-charge  which  had  been 
originally  created  in  1838,  pay- 
able quarterly,  and  which  had 
been  regularly  paid  to  the  grantee 
up  to  the  29th  September,  1845, 
was  by  him  assigned  on  the  19th 
January f  1846,  to  Am  B.  and  C, 
in  trust  for  themselves,  Z>.,  and 
others.  The  first  payment  of  the 
rent,  afler  the  assignment,  was  on 
the  29th  April  following.  Hdd, 
that  2).  was  not  entitled  to  be  re- 
gistered in  respect  of  his  having 
been  six  months  in  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  rent-charge,  within  the 
meaning  of  stat.  2  W.^.  c.45.  *.26. 
Hayden  v.  The  Overseers  of  Tiver- 
ton y  510 

(Splitting  Act,) 

8.  To  render  a  conveyance  void, 
under  the  stat.  7  &  8  JV.  3.  c.  25. 
5. 7-,  as  having  been  made  in  order 
to  multiply  voices,  or  to  split  and 
divide  the  interest  in  any  houses 
or  lands,  the  seller  must  be  party 
or  privy  to  the  illegal  object  in- 
tended by  the  conveyance. 

The  owners  of  a  house  in  Lich* 

Jield  had  contracted  to  sell  it  for 

a  valuable    consideration  to  i4.. 
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whoy  after  such  contract,  sold  it 
hon^Jide  to  six  other  persons,  and 
caused  the  conveyance  to  be 
made  from  the  original  owners  to 
them.  The  object  of  A.  in  so 
doing  was  to  increase  the  number 
of  voters  in  Lichfield,  but  the 
object  of  the  six  purchasers  was 
a  bona  fide  investment  of  their 
money,  though  they  expected 
that  the  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty would  entitle  each  of  them 
to  vote.  Held,  that  as  it  did  not 
appear  that  the  parties  conveying 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  object 
for  which  the  house  was  pur- 
chased, the  conveyance  was  not 
void  under  the  statute.  Marshall 
V.  Sawn,  Page  278 

9.  A  bon^  fide  purchase  of  land  for 
a  valuable  consideration  is  not 
rendered  void  by  the  stat.  7  &  8 
Will,  3.  c.  27*  s.  5.,  although  the 
vendees  buy  the  land  with  the 
object  of  splitting  and  dividing 
the  interest  therein  among  them- 
selves, and  such  object  is  known 
and  acquiesced  in  by  the  agent  of 
the  vendor;  the  vendor  himself 
not  knowing  that  the  object  of 
the  vendees  is  to  multiply  voices. 
Hoyland  v.  Bremner,  381 

10.  A  conveyance  made  in  com- 
pletion of  a  bon6  fide  contract  of 
sale,  where  the  money  is  paid  on 
the  one  hand,  and  possession  of 
the  land  taken  on  the  other,  and 
where  there  is  no  secret  reserva- 
tion or  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
vendor,  is  not  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Stat  7  &  8  Will.  3.  c.25. 
«.  7.,  though  the  avowed  object  of 


both  the  vendors,  and  vendees  in 
becoming  parties  to  the  convey- 
ance, is  the  multiplying  of  voices 
in  the  election  of  members  of  par- 
liament.    Alexander  v.  Neteman, 

Page  404* 
11.  A  boni  fide  conveyance  by  a 
father  to  his  two  sons,  in  con- 
sideration of  natural  love  and 
affection,  though  made  principally 
for  the  purpose  of  entitling  them 
to  be  registered  as  voters,  is  not 
void,  as  being  within  the  opera- 
tion of  stat.  7  &  8  WW. 3.  c.25.  <.7, 


Newton  v.  Harsreaves, 


424 


12.  The  Court  will  not  determine 
whether  the  circumstances  at- 
tending the  grant  of  a  rent-charge 
for  the  express  purpose  of  con- 
ferring on  the  grantee  a  qualifica- 
tion to  vote,  are  such  as  show  the 
grant  to  be  void,  upon  the  ground 
of  fraud  ;  that  being  a  matter  of 
fact  which  the  barrister  must  find 
for  himself.  Netoton  v.  The  Over" 
seers  of  Mobberlej/,  427 

(b)  Leaseholds* 

A  lessee  of  houses,  situate  within  a 
borou(;h,  for  the  unexpired  residue 
of  a  term  originally  created  for 
not  less  than  sixty  years,  is  en- 
titled to  claim  a  vote  for  the 
county  in  respect  of  such  of  the 
houses  as  are  not  individually  of 
sufficient  value  to  give  a  right  of 
voting  for  the  borough,  but  are 
collectively  of  the  clear  yearly 
value  of  not  less  than  10/.  over 
and  above  all  rents  and  charges 
payable  out  of  or  in  respect  of  the 
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same^  although  one  of  the  houses 
comprised  in  the  lease  is  of  suffi- 
cient value  to  confer  the  borough 
franchise.  JVebb  v.  The  Overseers 
of  Birmingham  f  Page  18 

(c)  Occupying  Tenants. 

To  entitle  an  occupying  tenant  to 
vote  for  knights  of  the  shire,  under 
Stat.  2  ^.  4.  c.'45.  s.  20.,  he  must 
be  liable  to  a  single  yearly  rent  of 
not  less  than  50^.,  payable  in  re- 
pect  of  lands  held  under  one 
landlord.       Gadsby    v.    BarroiVy 

142 

B.  In  Boroughs* 
(a)  Nature  of  Occupation. 

("  As  Owner  or  Tenant,'*) 

i.  An  officer  in  the  service  of  go- 
vernment, occupying,  as  such, 
rent  free,  a  house  (no  part  of 
which  is  used  for  public  purposes) 
belonging  to  government,  in  part 
remuneration  for  his  services,  is  a 
'* tenant"  of  such  house,  within 
the  twenty -seventh  section  of  the 
Reform  Act.  Hughes  v.  The 
Overseers  of  Chatham^  51 

2.  The  appellant,  the  surgeon  of 
Greentoich  Hospital^  occupied, 
as  such,  a  house  belonging  to 
the  Commissioners  of  the  Hos- 
pital, in  the  infirmary,  (which 
house  was  appropriated  to  the 
surgeon  for  the  time  being,)  and 
had  occupied  it  ever  since  he 
was  first  appointed.  By  the  Ad- 
miralty regulations,  the  officers  of 
the  hospital  are  to  inhabit  the 


apartments  assigned  to  them, 
and  no  exchanges,  &c.,  can  be 
made  without  the  permission  of 
the  Lords  Commissioners.  The 
surgeon  is  only  removable  by  the 
Admiralty,  and  that  for  misbe- 
haviour. Held,  that  under  these 
circumstances  the  appellant  did 
not  occupy,  either  as  owner  or 
tenant,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27.  Dobson 
V.  Jones,  Page  105 

Six  persons,  members  of  a  poli- 
tical association,  were  the  joint 
lessees  of  a  house,  and  were  alone 
liable  for  the  rent  thereof.    No- 
thing was  said  in  the  lease  of  the 
purpose  for  which   the  premises 
were  taken,  but  they  were  in  fact 
used  for  the  purposes  of  the  asso- 
ciation.    The  rent,  and  the  ser- 
vants who  had  charge  of  the  pre- 
mises, were  paid  out  of  a  common 
fund,  to  which  the  lessees,   and 
many  other  members  of  the  asso- 
ciation subscribed,  for  the  fpur- 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  objects 
of  the  association.   Various  mem- 
bers of  the  association  transacted 
the  business   of   the   association 
upon    the     premises,     and     the 
lessees,  when  in  London,  resorted 
to   them    daily,    and    transacted 
there,  partly  the  business  of  the 
association,  and  partly  their  own. 
The  revising  barrister  having  de- 
cided that  the  lessees  occupied 
the  premises  as  tenants,  and  that 
the  other  members  of  the  asso- 
ciation did  not  jointly  occupy  as 
tenants  with  the  lessees  —  Held, 
that  as,  upon  the  facts  stated,  the 
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lessees  bad  the  right  to  occupy, 
and  there  was  nothing  to  shew 
that  they  did  not  occupy,  the 
Court  could  not  do  otherwise 
than  affirm  the  decision.  Luckett 
V.  Brighty  Page  456 

{Lodger.) 

4.  The  appellant  rented  two  floors 
in  a  house,  in  which  the  landlord 
occupied  the  shop  and  first  floor, 
residing  therein  with  his  family. 
The  appellant  had  exclusive  con- 
trol over  the  rooms  occupied  by 
him,  and  kept  the  keys  thereof. 
He  had  also  a  latch-key  to  the 
street  door,  but  this  was  some- 
times fastened  by  a  lock,  of  which 
he  had  no  key,  and  then  he  en- 
tered the  house  through  the  shop. 
Heldy  that  he  had  not  an  exclu- 
sive occupation  of  any  premises, 
as  owner  or  tenant,  within  the 
meaning  of  stat.  2  fF.  .4.  c,  45. 
s.  27.,  but  merely  a  limited  enjoy- 
ment as  an  inmate  or  lodger.  Pitts 
V.  Smedley^  196 

5.  A.  exclusively  occupied  the  whole 
of  the  second  floor  of  a  house,  as 
tenant  to  one  Knight,  who  also 
resided  in  the  house,  the  outer 
door  of  which  was  kept  closed, 
both  the  landlord  and  A.  having 
a  key  of  such  door.  Held,  that 
A.  was  a  lodger  only,  and  did  not 
occupy  premises  as  tenant,  within 
Stat.  2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27.  Wansey 
V.  Perkins  (Hill's  Case),  252 

6.  A  person  having  the  separate 
and  exclusive  occupation  of  apart- 
ments in  a  house,  of  which  apart- 
ments he  has  the  key,  and  having 

VOL.  I. 


also  a  separate  key  for  his  own 
use  of  the  outer  door,  the  land- 
lord of  the  house  not  residing 
therein,  nor  occupying  any  part 
of  it,  is  an  occupier,  as  tenant,  of 
a  house,  within  the  meaning  of 
stat.  2  IV,  4.  c,  45.  s,  21.  Score  v. 


Huggetti 


Page  198 


(b)  Nature  of  Premises. 

( "  House:*) 

Vid.  supra,  (a)  4,  5, 6. 

1.  A  building,  containing  a  ground 
floor,  which  was  used  as  a  cow- 
house, and  an  upper  chamber, 
having  a  fire-place  and  a  window, 
and  furnished  with  a  bed  and 
chairs,  where  a  party  resided  and 
slept,  is  a  house,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  stat.  2  fV.  3.  c.  45.  s.  27. 
Nunn  v.  Denton,  178 

2.  A  building  calculated  for  a  dwell- 
ing-house, and  which  had  been 
once  used  as  such,  was  occupied 
by  the  tenant  in  possession,  partly 
for  warehousing  goods,  and  partly 
for  a  sale-room,  some  of  the  up- 
stairs apartments  being  let  off  to 
be  used  as  workshops.  Held, 
that  it  was  properly  described  in 
the  list  of  voters  as  a  *'  house," 
within  stat.  2  IV,  4.  c,  45.  s,  27. 
Daniel  v.  Coulsting,  230 

("  Other  Building.') 

3.  A  cow-house,  or  stable,  sub- 
stantially built  of  stone,  the 
roof  of  which-  is  tiled,  having  a 
door  with  a  lock  and  key,  and 
being  suitable  for    the    purpose 
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for  which  it  is  U8cd,  and  also  con- 
veniently placed  for  the  occu- 
pation of  the  claimant's  land,  is  a 
building  within  the  meaning  of 
the  words  ''other  building,*'  in 
the  ^th  section  of  the  Reform 
Act.  WhUmore  ?.  the  Town  Clerk 
of  Wenlocky  Page  10 

4.  A  room  in  a  factory,  being  a  dis- 
tinct  or  separate  portion  thereof, 
of  which  the  tenant  had  the  ex- 
clusive use,  and  also  the  key  of 
the  door  :  Heldy  to  be  a  building 
within  2  fF.4.  c.45.  «.27. 

Held  also,  that  the  fact  of  the  land- 
lord contracting  to  furnish,  and 
furnishing  power  from  a  steam- 
engine,  to  work  a  spinning-ma- 
chine in  such  room,  in  common 
with  machines  in  other  rooms  in 
the  factory,  did  not  destroy  the 
exclusive  character  of  such  occu- 
pation. Wr^ht  V.  The  Town  Clerk 
of  Stockport.  32 

(c)  Joinder  of  Separate  Buildings, 

A  claimant  cannot  join  together  two 
separate  buildings,  in  order  to 
make  up  the  value  required  to 
confer  a  vote  for  a  city  or  bo- 
rough, under  the  27th  section  of 
the  Stat.  2  fT.  4.  c.  45.  Dewhurst 
V.  FieldeUf  274 

(d)  Buildings  within  the  Curtilage. 

The  appellant  occupied  a  house 
and  shop,  separated  from  each 
other  by  ayard,  enclosed  all  round, 
save  but  for  an  open  passage, 
communicating  with  the  street. 
Heldy  that  such  house  and  shop 


were  not  within  the  same  cur- 
tilage, and  therefore  could  not  be 
joined  together  so  as  to  constitute 
one  entire  qualification,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  27th  section  of 
the  Reform  Act.     Powell  ▼.  Price. 

Page  586 

(e)  Value  of  Premises. 

1.  Whether  premises  are  of  the  clear 
yearly  value  of  10/.,  within  the 
meaning  of  2  ^.  4.  c*  45.  «.  27.,  is 
a  question  of  fact,  upon  which  the 
revising  barrister  must  decide  for 
himself. 

Per  Erie  J.,  the  fair  principle 
in  ascertaining  the  value  is,  to 
inquire  what  the  premises  would 
let  for  to  a  tenant,  and  deduct 
therefrom  what  a  tenant  would 
ordinarily  have  to  pay.  Coogan 
V.  Lucketty  447 

2.  The  fair  annual  rent  of  premises 
is  the  proper  criterion  of  their 
**  clear  yearly  value,"  within  stat. 
2  fV.  4.  c.  45.  s.  27.,  without  mak- 
ing any  deductions  for  landlord's 
repairs  or  insurance.  Colvill  v. 
Wood.  483 

(f)  Being  rated,  and  Payment  of 

Rates. 

1.  Where  a  rate  bears  upon  its  face 
the  name  of  the  occupier,  the 
premises  for  which  he  is  rated, 
the  rateable  value  thereof,  and 
the  amount  of  the  rate,  such 
rating  is  sufficient  within  the  27th 
section  of  the  Reform  Act. 

Payment  of  the  entire  rate  by 
any  of  the  parties  jointly  rated,  is 
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a  payment  by  each  of  the  joint- 
occupiers  of  his  respective  rate, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  same 
section.  Wright  ▼.  The  Town 
Clerk  of  StockporU  Page  32 

2.  When  a  tenant  was  rated  for 
premises,  the  rates  of  which  were 
paid  by  government,  in  part  re- 
muneration for  the  tenant's  ser- 
vices. Held,  that  as  he  was  liable, 
and  the  payment  was  made  on 
his  account,  by  those  whom  he 
procured  to  make  such  payment, 
by  giving  value  for  it,  the  pay- 
ment was  made  by  him,  within 
the  meaning  of  2  WiU*  4.  c.  45. 
s.  27-,  and  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  75. 
Hughes  v.  The  Overseers  of 
Chatham  J  51 

3.  The  name  of  the  occupier  of  the 
house  No.  3,  Golden  Lane,  was 
inserted  in  the  rate-book  by  mis- 
take, as  the  occupier  of  No.  4. 
Under  an  agreement  with  the 
tenant,  the  landlord  had  paid  all 
the  rates  and  taxes  due  in  respect 
of  No.  3,  and  the  tenant  had  paid 
the  landlord  all  his  rent.  Held, 
that   the   tenant   had    been  bojid 

fide  called  upon  to  ])ay  the  rate 
by  the  insertion  of  his  name  in  the 
rate-book,  and  had  bond  fide  paid 
it,  through  his  landlord,  within 
the  meaning  of  stat.  6  Vict>  c.  18. 
s,  75. 

Semble,  that  the  tenaiit  was 
rated  within  the  meaning  of  stat. 
2  IViU.  4.  C.45,  s.  27.,  notwith- 
standing No.  3  was  described  as 
No.  4 ;  but 

Heldf  that  at  all  events,  the 
<<  inaccurate     description  "     was 


cured  by  stat.  6  Vict,  c.  18.  s.  75. 
Cook  V.  Lucketty  Page  432 

4.  Premises  in  <S^/.  Michael,  Lichfield^ 
being  jointly  occupied  by  a  father 
and  son,  three  rates  were  made 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish^  in  the  year  ending  «7ff/y, 
1844. 

In  the  third  rate,  the  names  of 
father  and  son  were  inserted,  but 
the  name  of  the  son  was  lefl  out 
of  the  first  two  rates,  the  overseers 
not  being  aware,  until  afler  pay- 
ment of  the  first  and  second  rates, 
that  there  was  a  joint  occupation 
of  the  premises,  although  the  son 
had  paid  the  first  and  second  rates 
with  his  own  hand  to  the  collector. 

Held,  that  the  son  was  not  en- 
titled to  be  registered,  not  having 
been  on  the  two  first  rates,  nor 
bona  fide  called  upon  to  pay  them. 

Held,  also,  that  there  was  no 
misnomer,  or  inaccurate  or  insuffi- 
cient  description  of  the  person  oc- 
cupying, within  the  meaning  of 
stat.  6  Vict.  c.  18.  s.  75.  Moss  v. 
The  Overseers  of  St.  Michael, 
Lichfield,  184 

5.  The  name  of  the  landlord  of  a 
house  was  on  the  rate,  with  the 
house,  Sec,  opposite  to  it,  and  the 
tenant's  name  was  under  that  of 
the  landlord,  but  nothing  was  car- 
ried out  against  the  name  of  the 
tenant,  nor  were  the  two  names 
connected  by  a  bracket  or  other- 
wise. Held,  that  the  tenant  was 
rated  for  the  house.  Judson  v. 
Luckett,  490 

6.  The  name  of  an  occupying  tenant 
of  a  house  was  inserted   in  the 
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rate-book  between  that  of  his 
landlord,  who  was  rated  for  the 
house  in  question,  and  that  of 
A-  B.,  but  there  appeared  nothing 
opposite  the  tenant's  name  in  the 
other  columns  of  the  rate,  nor  was 
there  any  bracket  connecting  his 
name  with  that  of  the  landlord, 
though  the  figure  2  was  placed 
before  the  landlord's  name,  and 
the  figure  S  before  the  name  of 
A,  B.  Held,  that  the  tenant  was 
sufficiently  rated  for  the  house. 

At  the  revision,  one  of  the  paro- 
chial officers  stated,  that  the  te- 
nant's name  had  been  placed  upon 
the  rate  in  consequence  of  his 
having  made  a  claim  to  be  rated^ 
but  without  any  intention  to  rate 
him  for  any  thing.  Heldy  that  as 
the  question  of  rating  was  one 
which  ought  to  be  decided  by  an 
inspection  of  the  rate  itself,  any 
evidence  of  the  intention  with 
which  it  was  made,  should  have 
been  rejected.  Parientev.Luckett^ 

Page  441 

(g)  Claim  to  be  rated, 

L  A  claim  to  be  rated  under  stat. 
2  IV.  4.  c.  45.,  is  only  good  for 
the  rate  for  the  time  being. 

Therefore,  where  a  party  claimed 
to  be  put  upon  the  rate  in  July 
1837,  and  the  overseers  neglected 
to  do  so,  the  Court  held,  that,  as 
there  were  subsequent  rates  in 
respect  of  which  he  made  no  claim, 
he  was  not  to  be  deemed  to  be 
rated  during  the  continuance  of 
those  rates,  and  had  no  right  to 


vote.  Wansey  V,  Perkins  (LocVey^ 
Case),  Page  249 

2.  Until  a  rate  be  perfected  by  pub- 
lication and  allowance,  the  last 
valid  rate  made  in  the  parish  con- 
tinues in  force. 

Therefore,  where  a  rate  was 
made  under  a  local  act  for  thir- 
teen weeks,  from  the  16th  of  Sep^ 
tember  till  the  16th  of  December^ 
and  another  rate  was  made  on  the 
23d  of  December^  which  was  not 
published  till  the  5th  o^  January 
following.  Held^  that  an  occupier 
claiming  on  the  27th  of  December 
to  be  put  upon  the  rate  for  the 
time  being,  pursuant  to  stat.  ff^.2.4 
c.  45.  s.  30.,  must  be  deemed  to 
have  been  rated  to  the  September 
rate,  as  the  rate  for  the  time  being. 
BusheU  V.  Lucketty  398 


"  Tender** 

3.  The  appellant  not  being  rated 
to  the  poor  for  the  house  which 
he  occupied, delivered  to  the  over- 
seer a  notice  of  claim  to  be  rated, 
at  the  same  time  asking  him  whe- 
ther any  rates  were  due.  The 
overseer  replied,  he  did  not  know, 
and  the  appellant,  who  had  more 
money  in  his  pocket  than  was 
sufficient  to  pay  the  rates,  said, 
<*  If  there  are,  I  am  prepared  to 
pay  them."  The  overseer  then 
said,  <*  I  will  see  to  it  ;**  upon  which 
the  appellant  went  away.  Hdd^ 
that  this  was  not  a  tender  of  the 
amount  due,  within  the  meaning 
of  stat.  2  W.  c.  45.  s.  SO.  Bishop 
V.  Smedley,  384 
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(A)  Residence, 

The  appellant,  a  freeman  of  the  bo- 
rough of  Tevokesbury^  resided  with 
his  wife  and  family,  and  carried 
on  business  as  a  wine-merchant  at 
Gloucester^  more  than  seven  miles 
from  Tewkesbury,  In  order  to 
claim  a  vote  for  the  borough,  he 
paid  ninepence  a  week  for  the  use 
of  a  furnished  bedroom,  and  a 
dark  closet,  in  a  friend's  house  at 
Tewkesbury,  He  had  the  key  of 
the  closet,  and  between  January 
and  July  kept  some  wine  samples 
in  it.  During  that  time  he  slept 
in  the  bedroom  twelve  times,  and 
in  the  course  of  the  year,  ending 
July  1844,  between  fifteen  and 
twenty  times ;  but  he  never  took 
his  meals  in  the  house,  except  as 
a  guest.  Held^  that  the  appel- 
lant had  not  resided  in  Tevokes* 
bury  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Stat.  2  W.  4.  c.  45.  s.  S2.  Whit- 
horn V.  Thomas^  Page  125 

(i)  Admission  of  Freemen  in  respect 

o/BiHh, 

Before  the  passing  of  the  Reform 
Act,  the  right  of  voting  in  the 
borough  of  Malmesbury  was  vest- 
ed in  the  '<  capital  burgesses" 
only.  The  corporation  of  M, 
consists  of  four  classes  of  bur- 
gesses ;  the  first,  called  "  capital 
burgesses;"  the  second,  '^  assistant 
burgesses;"  the  third,  "  land- 
holders;" and  the  fourth,  "free 
burgesses  or  commoners;"  bur- 
gesses of  the  fourth  class  being 


quali6ed  for  admission  thereto 
{inter  alia),  in  respect  of  birth. 
A  vacancy  in  the  third  class  is 
supplied  from  the  fourth  by 
seniority;  and  vacancies  in  the 
second  and  first  classes  are  filled 
up  from  the  third  and  second 
classes  by  election. 

P.,  prior  to  1st  March,  1831, 
had  been  admitted  a  *'  free  bur- 
gess "  in  respect  of  birth,  and  was 
subsequently  elected  a  *<  capital 
burgess."  Held,  that  he  was  not 
disqualified  by  the  proviso  in  the 
S2nd  section  of  the  Reform  Act, 
as  ''  elected  otherwise  than  in 
respect  of  birth,"  birth  having 
made  him  eligible  into  the  first 
class  of  burgesses.  Gale  v.  Chubb, 

Page  544 

(j)  Freemen  and  Liverymen  in 
London, 

Freemen  and  liverymen  of  the  city 
of  London  admitted  to  their  free- 
dom by  purchase  since  the  1st  of 
March,  1831,  are  entitled  to  be 
registered  and  to  vote,  notwith- 
standing the  proviso  in  the  32d 
section  of  the  Reform  Act,  which 
applies  only  to  burgesses  or  free- 
men in  other  cities  or  boroughs. 
Croucher  v.  Brotonef  388 

(k)  Reserved  Rights. 

1.  To  entitle  a  person  to  vote  as  an 
inhabitant  householder,  potwaller, 
or  scot  and  lot  voter,  under  ttat. 
2W,4f.  c4f5.  f.33»,  he  must  retain 
the  identical  qualification  which 
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ROOMS. 


he  had  when  the  Reform  Act 
passed. 

Where,  therefore,  a  person 
claimed  to  vote  for  the  borough 
of  Northampton^  as  a  six  months* 
inhabitant  householder,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  he  had  a  right  to 
vote  as  such  on  7th  of  June  1832, 
but  that  in  October  1882,  he  ceased 
to  reside  at  Northampton,  and 
went  to  reside  at  Bedford,  where 
he  remained  for  fourteen  weeks : — 

Heldf  that  there  must  be  a  con- 
tinuous quaIi6cation,  and  that  as 
the  claimant  had  once  ceased  to 
reside,  and  thereby  lost  his  right 
to  vote,  he  could  not  acquire  a 
new  quaU6cation  by  returning  to 
Northampton^  and  becoming  again 
an  inhabitant  householder.  Jef- 
frey  v.  Kitchener^  Page  210 

2.  Before  the  Reform  Act,  the  right 
of  voting  in  the  borough  of  IVar' 
toickf  was  in  inhabitants  paying 
scot  and  lot.  Every  inhabitant 
who  had  been  duly  rated  for  six 
calendar  months  next  before  an 
election,  and  had  paid  all  rates 
due  from  him  before  the  actual 
giving  of  his  vote,  was  entitled  to 
vote  as  such  scot  and  lot  voter. 

A  scot  and  lot  voter^who  had 
been  on  the  register  every  year 
since  the  Reform  Act,  with  the 
exception  of  1845,  and  who  had 
always  resided  within  the  borough, 
and  been  rated  in  respect  of  a 
house  therein,  paid  all  the  rates 
due  from  him  on  the  31st  July, 
1846.  Heldy  that  although  his 
right  to  be  registered  had  been 
suspended,  his  qualification  as  an 


elector  according  to  the  usages  of 
the  borough  continued  ;  and,  con- 
sequently, that  the  omission  of  his 
name  from  the  register  for  one 
year,  did  not  destroy  the  right 
reserved  to  him  by  stat.  2  Will.  4. 
c.  45.    *.  33.      Nicks    v.    FiM, 

Page  566 


RATES  AND  PAYMENT  OF 
RATES. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (J'). 

REMITTING    CASE    TO    BAR- 
RISTER. 
See  Practice,  E. 

RENT,  APPORTIONMENT  OF. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  5. 

RENT  CHARGE. 
See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  6,  7. 

REPAIRS. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (e)  2. 

RESERVED  RIGHTS. 
See  Qualification,  B.  {k). 

RESIDENCE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  {h). 

RIGHT  TO  BEGIN. 
See  Practice,  F.  2. 

ROOMS. 

See  Qualification,  B.  (a)  4,  5,  6 ; 
(^)4. 


SCOT  AND  LOT  VOTERS. 


WAREHOUSE. 
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SCOT  AND  LOT  VOTERS. 

See  QUALIFICATtONy  B.  (k). 

SERVICE  OF  NOTICE  OF 
CLAIM. 

See  Notice  of  Claim,  A.;  B.  (b). 

SERVICE  OF  NOTICE  OF 

OBJECTION. 
See  Notice  of  Objection,  B. 

SPLITTING  ACT. 

See  Qualification,  A.  (a)  8, 9, 10, 
11. 

STABLE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (b)  3. 

STAMPED  DUPLICATE. 

See  Notice  of  Claim,  C. 
Notice  of  Objection,  C. 

STATEMENT  OF  CASE  BY 
REVISING  BARRISTER. 

See  Practice,  E. 


SUCCESSIVE  OCCUPATION. 

See  List  of  Voters,  C.  (6) ;  D.  2. 
Notice  of  Claim,  B.  (a). 


SUNDAY. 

See  Notice  of  Claim,  B.  (i). 
Notice  of  Objection,  C.2. 


TENDER  OF  RATE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (g)  S. 


VALUE  OF  PREMISES. 
See  Qualification,  B«  (e). 


WAREHOUSE. 
See  Qualification,  B.  (i)  2. 


END  OF  THS  FIB8T  TOLUIIB. 
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